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AdhikARANA (1) : Introduction. 

SUTRA (1). 

NrXT then an ENQirrRY INTO " WHAT SUBSERVES THE PURPOSES OF 

Man’ and ' what subserves the purposes 
OF AN Action 

[After the ‘ Principal ’ and ‘ Subsidiary ’ character of actions has been 
discussed, we proceed to consider the (jiie.stion of ‘ Prayukti \ Motive, the question 
dealt with being—What is it that affords the occasion of a C('rtain action ? What 
is it. for whose accomplishiTK'iit an aetiem is to bo performed, or. a; tiling brought 
into use?—This ({uestion follows upon the preceding x4<77p/d//r/, ^because, as a rule, 
it is the Principal Action that incites, and provides an occasion for, the Subsidiary. 
There are some actions howex'er for which iho solo tnoilve, or inciting cause, is 
afforded by the desirable result expected to follow from it ; while t here are others, 
not directly accomplishing anything desired liy the Agent, whicli are yet performed 
for the purpose of helping in the fidtihnent r*f some other action which latter 
accomplishes something desired by the Agent. Hence the rpiestion of the ‘ Motive ' 
of an action necessarily turns upon th<' question as to whether the Action by itself 
fulfils something desired \)\ the Agent, or something in connection with another 
action ; in the former case it would be ‘ Ptiruedrtha ‘ .subserving the ptirposes 
of Man and in the latter ‘ Kr((tv<(rf/iri \ ' subserving the purposes of an Action 
For this reason, before proceeding with the main question of ‘Motive' (which is 
the rf'al subject-mat ter of Adhifaya IV, .is clearly stated by Phdei/a under 5. 1. 1), 
it becomes necessary to enquire what is Porn ear tha'' and what is ^ Krnfvartho '. 
This latter matter is connected with, and may bo ngarded as a supplementary to, 
Atlhyat/a III, and yet as an rntrodiietion to Adhyaya IV. The treatment of this 
subject goes on up to Sutra t. 1. 2b, aft<*r which the Blul.eya (on 4. 1. 21) says— 
Atikrdntah trtiyavimyah \ ‘The .subject-matter of the Third Adhydya is finished 
Prdbhdkaraminidmsd, pp. Ibb-lbT.J 


Bhdsija, 

Under Adhydya III it lias been explained in what manner the Subsidiary 
is to be performed, on the basis of Direct Assertion, Indicative Power, 
Syntactical Connection, Context, Order (or Position), and Name, We now 
proceed to cori.sider ‘ what subserves the purposes of Man ’ and ‘ what 
subserves the purposes of an Action ’ ;—i.e. what is that which is to be 
regarded as subserving the purposes of Man ? and what is that wliich is to 
be regarded as subserving the purposes of an Action ?—Even discussions 
(that we are going to have) regarding such subjects as the ‘ instigator * 
and ‘ uon-instigator ‘ the injunction of results ’ and ‘ Declamatory state¬ 
ments‘Subsidiary* and ‘Principal’, resolve themselves into an enquiry 
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regartiing * what subservas the purposes of Man ’ and ‘ what subserves the 
purposes of an Action “ How so ? **—Well, as a matter of fact, a Subsidiary 
(helping in the fulfilment of the Principal) subserves the purposes of an Actipn, 
—while the * Principal ’ (helping directly to bring about the result desired 
by the i>erforiner) subserves the purposes of Man ; similarly an ‘ Injunction 
of Results ’ (serving to incite the man to activity) subserves the purposes 
of Many while the ‘ Declamatory statement ’ (serving to attract the Agent 
to the performance of the Action) subserves the purposes of an Action ; —as 
regards ‘ instigators some of them subserve the purposes of Many while of 
the ‘non-instigators', some —[this has to be added here also, says Tantra- 
ratnUy because certain non-instigators also, like the milking vessely subserve 
the purposes of Man]— subserve the purposes of Action. —It is for all these 
reasons that we liave the statement in the Sutra that, there is now going to 
be an encfuiry into * what subserves the purposes of an Action ' and ‘ what 
subserves the purposes of Man 

Of this Sutra, the first two terms, ^ atlux"' (‘next’) and ' atah^ (‘then’) 
have been already explained under the First Sutra of the First Adhydya ; in the 
present context, the term ‘ next ’ is in reference to the Adhydya that has 
dealt with the use of * Subsidiaries ’ (i.e. Adhydya, III) ; and the term ‘ then ’ 
introduces the j^articular enquiry relating to ‘ what subserves the pxirposes 
of >lan ’ and ' what subserves the purposes of Action That which is 
done for the purpose of the action is said to ‘ subserve the purposes of 
actions and that which is done for the purpose of Man is said to ' subserve 
the piuposcH of Man’. The term ^ jijndsd' (‘Enquiry’) also has been 
explained under Sutra 1 of Adhydya I, as standing for the ‘desii’e to know’. 

Thus then the present Sutra serves (he purpose of stating the subject 
of enc-pwry. 



Adhikarana (2) : The definition of ‘ udmt subserves the 
purposes of Man ’ and of ‘ ivhat subserves the 
purposes of an Acfio)i \ 

StTHA (2). 

[‘ What sub«brves the purposes of Man ’ is] that upon which 
FOLLOWS the happiness OF MaN ; BECAUSE ITS UNDERTAKING 
IS DUE TO THE MAN’s DESIRE TO OBTAIN HAPPINESS, 

AND [the 'man’s purpose ’I IS NOT DIFFERENT 
[from HAPPINESS). 

Bhtisfja. 

Ttie qaestioii now arises—Wliat is tliat ’ which subserves the p\ir]a>ses 
of Aotiun’ ? and \\hat is that ‘which subserves the purposes of Man’ V— 
It is necessary to sui)ply the definition of these; as by means of definition, 
eomprehonsion ])ecoincs easier; if the teaching wore carried on by pointing 
to each individual act [as ' this act suVjsorves the purposes of man ‘ this 
act subserves the purposes of action \ and so on, with each individual 
act], it would be a very tedious affair. Fleuee the Sutra has supplied the 
definition— That upon which follows the. fuipplness of Matiy —i.e. on the 
accomplishment of which Man’s liappiness comes about,—that act is one 
‘ which subserv^es the purposes of Man ’.—Why so ? ”— Because its under‘ 
taking is due to the Man's desire to obtain happiness, —and not to (mere) 
scriptural injunction; while the imdertaking of wliat ’subserves the purposes 
of Action ’ is due entirely to the scTiptural injunction, not to any other 
tiling.—PMrther, ' the man’s purpose’ is not anything different from Happi¬ 
ness. Thus it comes to this that, wliat ever brings happiness to Man is 
wliat ‘ subserves the purposes of Alan *. 

‘ What subserves the purposes of Alan ' having been thus defined, 
it follows that ‘ what subserves the purposes of Action ’ is that which is of 
a kind other than the one just described [i.e. the undertaking whereof is 
due to scriptural injunction, not to the man’s desin*. to obtain happiness].— 
[‘ Puriiedrtha ’ is that which a man urdiiiurily imdortakes entirely for the 
purpose of obtaining a reward in the .shape of Happiness ; ' Kratvartha ’ is that which 
helps in the accomplishment of the Purusdrtha act, am! does not bring any reward 
by itself.—There are some acts which are neither Puriiedrtha nor Kratvartha ; 
such as Fire-laying and Vedic Study—says Tantraratna (p. 10).—But certainly 
both these are needed for—and therefore—helpful iu the performance of acts 
bringing about results desired hy man. Without Fire-laying and Vedic Study, 
there could be no perforinaneo of .sacrifices.J 



Adhikarais^a (2A) : Things like the ‘ Milking Vessel ’ are 
not to he taken as ‘ subserving the purposes of Action 

Sutra (2).— \a^ above^ 

Bhdaya, 

The Sutra (2) may also be explained in the following manner (embodying 
a separate Adhikarana dealing with special* instances of ' Kratvartha* and 
‘ Purumrtha ’ details).— 

In connection with the Darsha-Purrux'tndsa, we meet with the following 
texts—(a) "" Anatidrshydm strndti, anatidrahyam^vainam prajayd paahubhih 
karoti ’ [‘ He spreads the grass upon the altar so that it is not seen; then the 
altar so surrounds the sacrificer with offspring and cattle that he is not seen ’] 
(Taitti. Sam. 2. 6. 5. 2) ;—(6) ‘ Ahdryapurlsdm paahukdmaaya vedim 
kimjdt * [‘ For one desiring cattle, he should construct the altar in such a 
manner that dust may be taken out of it’];—(c) ' Vatsajdnum paahukdmaaya 
vedam kurydt ’ [‘ For one desiring cattle, he should make the sweeping 
brush in the shape of the calf’s knee’];— (d) ' Godohanena paahukdmaaya 
pranayet ’ [‘ For one desiring cattle, he should fetch water in a milking 
vessel ’ ]. 

In regard to these, there arises the question—Details like those laid 
down in these texts—do they subserve the piirposes of Action or of Man ? 

The Purvapakaa view is as follows:—“ Details like these subserve the 
purposes of the Action.—How ?—The help that they render to the sacrifi(ual 
performance is quite perceptible ;—for instance, the taking up of the dust 
and the spreading of grass over the altar, which tend to embelliah the altary 
and as such come within the definition of ‘ ahesa ’ (auxiliary, subsidiary) 
as ‘ that which embellishes the substances, is a sheaa —according to Badari ’ 
{Sutra 3. 1. 3).—From this it follows that the details in question are to be 
taken as ‘ subserving the purposes of the action (sacrifice) 

In answer to the above, we have the following Siddhdnta — That upon 
which follows the happiness of man is what is to bo regarded as ‘ subserving 
the purposes of Man ’ ; happiness follows from the details in question ;— 
hence it follows tliat they should be regarded as ‘ subserving the purposes 
of Man ’.—“ It has already been pointed out that we actually see that they 
render visible help to the sacrifice (action).”—Our answer to that is that 
it is true we actually see it; but that help does not follow the details as 
laid down for the purpose of rendering that help; that is, these details are 
found to have been enjoined for the purpose of bringing about certain results 
desired by man [and not for the purpose of rendering any help to the sacrifice: 
if they render any such help, it is only incidentally that they do so]. And 
one thing is an auxiliary or subsidiary to another, not because it helps it, 
but because it is enjoined as being for the purpose of that other thing r 
this is what has been explained under the Sutra —‘ One thing is an auxiliary 
to another, because it serves its purpose ’ (Su. 3. 1. 2). 



Adhikarana (2B): The ^Acquiring of Property'" should, he 
regarded as ^ subserving the purposes of Man \ 

Sutra (2).—[a/? before]. 

Bhdaya. 

Tho Acquiring of Property is the subject-matter of this Adhikaratiba, 
Several modes of acquiring wealth are found to have been enjoined.—For the 
BrahmanUf by means of Receiving Gifts [officiating at Sacrifices and Teaching] ; 
for the K§attriya, by means of Conqmst and the like ; and for the Vaishya, 
by means of Agriculture and the rest. 

In regard to this Acquiring of Wealth, there arises the question—Is this 
Acquiring of Property to be taken as ' subserving tlie purposes of Action * ? 
or as ‘ subserving the purposes of Man ’ ? 

The Pnrvapaksa view on this question is as follows :—“ It should be 
regarded as ‘ subserving the purposes of Action because of the restriction 
(as to the modes of acquiring it). If it were meant to ‘ subserve the purposes 
of Man *, any such restrictions would be meaningless ; because it is a per¬ 
ceptible fact that Property brings happiness to man, whether it is acquired 
according to rule or not according to rule. Hence we conclude that it must 
be taken as ‘ subserving the purposes of Action ’ ;—and here we find 
these rules to be ' syntactically connected ’ (i.e. taken along) with those 
Vedic texts which speak of desirable results following from the actions 
(sacrifices) ; while, in the other case (in the event of the rules being taken 
as subserving tlie purposes of Man) it would be necessary to construe the 
rule with some assumed sentence speaking of results (following from the 
observance of the rules).—We have texts also (which are indicative of the fact 
of the Acq\iiring of Wealth subserving tho purposes of Action)—e.g. (a) 
* Agnaye ksdmavate puro^shamastdkapdlani nirvapU, Yasydhitdgneh sold* ~ 
gnirgrhdn dahet^ [‘To Agni-Keaniavat ho should offer the cake baked on 
eight pans, if the Agyii happen to burn the house of the man who laid the 
Fire’] (Taitti. Sam. 2. 2. 2. 4-5);—(6) ' Yasya hiranyam nashyet dgneyddini 
nirvapet^ [‘If man lo.se gold and other things, he should make the Agneya 
and other offerings’] (Taitti. Sam. 2. 3. 2. 5); and so forth;—all these 
are laid down as to be done when there is loss of wealth; and all this 
could be regarded as subserving the Action (of sacrifice) only if the acquiring 
of wealth were for subserving the purposes of Action and thus there were 
some relationship between the Wealth and the Action. On the other hand 
[if the acquiring of wealth were for subserving the purposes of Man], as 
there would be no relationship between the Wealth and the Action, the fact 
that the acts laid down in the indicative texts just quoted are helpful to the 
sacrifices concerned'could be only inferred; and it would also be necessary 
to assume some result as following from these acts. Thus then it follows that 
the acquiring of wealth which is supported by the injunction of ‘ sacri¬ 
ficing ’,—and without which the performance of the sacrifice could not be 
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accomplished^—must be taken up by (re^rded as connected with) the in* 
junction of the sacrifice. From all tliis we conclude that the ocquiHng of 
wealth ‘ subserves the purposes of the Sacrifice 

In answer to the above, we have the following Siddhdnta The* 
acquiring of wealth should be taken as ‘ subserving the interests of Man 
As a matter of fact, the act of acquiring wealth is such that when it is dona 
it brings happiness to the Man ; hence the undertaking of the act is due to 
the inan^s desire for happiness^ —i.e. for the maintenance of his body ; when 
a man’s body is maintained, it alreadj’ shows that he has wealth or property ; 
—the sacrifice also is enjoined for one who has his body;—and it is in this 
sense that the performance of sacrifices is laid down for one who haa wealth 
or propert \'; it is not necessary’ that the acquiring of wealth should be- 
included in the Vedic Injunction (of the Sacrifice) ; as even without the* 
word expressive of acquiring wealth being there in the Injunction, the 
sacrifice comes to be performed all the same (if the performer happens to* 
possess the requisite wealth).—From all this it*follows that the acquiring of 
wealth subserves the purposes of Man. 

Further, if the acquiring of wealth were held to be declared by the 
scriptures as ‘ subserving the interests of sacrifices then the wealth so 
acquired could not be used for any other purpose ; and this would put an 
end to all sacrificial acts [on accoimt of the man’s death which would come 
about by reason of liis not using liis wealth for the maintenance of his body— 
says Tupt%ka\, 

Again [if the acquiring of wealth siibserved the pmpose of actionsl 
every act would have to be begun with the acquiring of wealth (required 
for the purpose of that act); and in that case, there could be no possibility 
of the contingency spoken of in the following text—‘ Api vd svargdt lokdt 
chhidyat^ yo darahapurnamdsaydjl san amdvdsydm vd purnpxmdslm va atipd- 
taylt * (Taitti. Sana. 2. 2. 5. 4) [‘If a performer of the Darsha-Furriamasa omits 
to perform in time the Amdvdsyd or the Pauriiamdsa sacrifice, he becomea 
cut off from the heavenly regions[Because the only circumstance in 
which a man can omit a sacrifice is when he has not the requisite wealth; 
this contingency could never be possible when every sacrifice would have 
to be begun with the acquiring of wealth.]—Such being the case [in order to^ 
avoid this absiudity], it will be necessary for the Opponent to hold that- 
the acquiring of wealth (for the performing of a sacrifice) would be done at a 
time other than that of the said performance itself; and in that case, being 
something extraneous to the performance, it could not be helpful to the- 
performance.—Nor could the acquiring of wealth (for all sacrifices) ba^ 
taken as to be done once for all at a particular time (apart from the per¬ 
formance of any sacrifice), just as the Laying of Fire is done once for all [and 
in this Fire all sacrifices are offered]. The cases are not analogous; because 
in the first place, in regard to the Fire-laying, we have* the distinct Injunction 
that * Fire shoiild be laid in tfie spring ’ [while there is no injunction of time- 
regarding the acquiring of wealth] ;—and secondly, FireAxvying is not an 
auxiliary (to any sacrifice at all). 

As regards the argiunent that—“ if the acquiring of wealth were taken 
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as subserviog the purposes Man, then the texts laying down the rules 
regarding the modes of acquiring wealth would be meaningless —our 
answer is as follows :—^what you urge cannot set aside the fact th4t the 
acquiring of wealth subserves the purposes of man ; as this f€k5t is directly 
perceptible, while what you urge is an indirect reasoning; and indirect 
reasoning cannot set aside direct perception. Hence, by reason of the 
rules laid down, we might well assume an unseen (trauvscendental) result to 
follow from the adopting of those rules and restrictions ; but we cannot sot 
aside what is actually seen.—From all this it follows that the acquiring of 
wealth is for the purpose of bringing about that happineas which is the 
purpose of Man. Such being the C6bse, when one has to perform a sacri¬ 
fice with Vrihi com, he may do it with the corn that he ha.s acquired 
for his happiness, or with that which he has acquired for the purpose of 
performing the sacrifice,—it makes no difference ; as the corn acquired for 
one’s happiness is also Corn ; and that acquired for the piu*pose of performing 
the sacrifice is also Corn, Hence it is not necessary for the acquiring of 
wealth to be included in the injunction of the performance of the sacrifice. 

As for the argument that—“ in the Siddhanta the rule regarding the 
methods* of acquiring wealth would have to be taken along with assumed 
sentences having no bearing upon the context, while in the Purvapaksa^ 
the rules are taken along with the directly perceptible injunction of the 
sacrificial performance”,—this does not affect our position at all; in our 
view also the rule is connected with the perceptible act of enjoying the 
wealth, not with any assumed mention of results.—“ But how then do you 
know that the following of the rule brings about an unseen transcendental 
result ? ”—It is known exactly as in your case.—” In our view, the rule 
is taken along with a statement of results and hence it is miderstood that 
it helps an act leading to desirable results.”—Our answer to this is that in 
ouf view also the rule would be taken along with an act leading to desirable 
results; the only difference being that for you the result is learnt from 
verbal texts, while for us it is seen (in the form of the enjoying of wealth 
and maintenance of the body, etc, etc.). 

As regards the indicative texts (quoted by the Purvapak^n) —showing 
that certain rites are laid down as to be performed when one’s house is burnt 
and so forth,—our answer to that is, that, even when the acquiring of wealth 
does not subserve the pmposes of actions, it is quite possible that there 
should be an injunction of the Ksdmavatl and such other rites, either on the 
burning of one’s house, or for the obtaining of certain results, or by way 
of an auxiliary to a sacrifice. 

From all this it follows that the acquiring of wealth should be taken 6bS 
‘ subserving the purposes of Man ’, because it is not different front happiness^ 



Abhikabana (3): The ‘ Prajdpati-vratas ’ subserve the 

purposes of Man. 

SUTRA (3). 

Even though they involve the renunciation [of happiness] yet 

THE actions (in QUESTION) SHOULD BE TAKEN AS ' SUBSERVING 
THE PURPOSES OF MaN ’ ; BECAUSE THE AUTHORITY OF 
THE SCRIPTURES IS NOT TO BE DOUBTED. NOR IS 
ANY SUBSTANCE MEANT TO BE MADE (OR EM¬ 
BELLISHED, BY THE Actions). Consequently, 

ON ACCOUNT OF THEIR CONNECTION WITH THE 

PURPOSE OF Man, it must be admitted 

THAT IT IS THE MaN THAT IS SPOKEN 
OF IN THE TEXT AS CONNECTED 
WITH THE ACTIONS IN 
QUESTION. 

Bhdsya, 

The Prajdpati-vrataa form the subject-matter of tliis Adhikarana- - 
such as ‘ One should not look at the rising sun, nor at the setting s\m * and 
80 forth. 

In regard to these, there arises the question—Are these ‘ Prajdpati- 
vraJtas * to be taken as ‘ serving the purposes of Action ’ ? Or as ‘ serving 
the purposes of Man ’ ? 

On this question, the Purvapakau view is as follows :—The observances 
in question should be taken as. ‘ subserving the purpose of Actions’.— 
Why ?—Because in so doing/it would not be necessary to assume a desirable 
result following from them (which must be done if they are to ‘ subserve 
the purposes of Man ’).—‘ But a desirable result is already mentioned— 
he does not become contaminated, by sin \ —The answer to this is that this 
statement is not mecuit to be an assertion of the desirable result following 
from the observances ; it is only the statement of a settled fact.—^From aU 
this it follows that the texts laying down the particular observance is a 
prohibition of looking at the rising and the setting sun at sacrifices where 
8uch looking at the sun would otherwise be done ;—or [if it has to be taken 
as an affirmation of something to be done] the observance in question may 
be taken as forming part of a sacrificial performance.” 

Against this, we have the following Siddhdnta — Though they involve 
the renuncicUion —the giving up— of happiness, the actions like those in 
question should he taken as ‘ subserving the purposes of Man ’ ; that is, they 
have been enjoined for the benefit of the Agent, not for that of an action \ 
what is meant to be enjoined by the text in question is that connection 
with the Agent whose presence is already implied (by the fact that there 



ADHYAYA IV, pIdA I, ADHIKAitAKA (3). 


715 


<3an be no action without an Agent) ^—and not any connection with the action, 
which does not exist. [Such being the sense of the text] the atUhority of 
ihe scriptures is not to be doubted^ —being, as it is, more authoritative than 
•even the words of one’s parents; because from the scriptures one derives 
his knowledge directly by himself,—they being as direct sources of knowledge 
as the sense-organs themselves.—Further, such actions as those in question 
are not found to render any visible help to any s^ihstance (connected with a 
sacrifice).—From all this, it follows that, on account of the connection mith 
the purpose of Man^ it is the Man that is spoken of as connected with the 
actions like those in question [i.e. they subserve the purposes of Man]. 

Further [if the actions were meant to ‘ subserve the purposes of an 
Action ’, then] the effort (activity) of Man [which is expressed by the injunctive 
affix in ‘ IksUa ’, ' should look at ’] would have to be taken as used for the 
sole purpose of indicating the injunction of the details of the action only,— 
and that effort itself would not be regarded as meant to be stressed at all. 

It has been argued above (by the Purvapaksin) that—“ the text contains 
the prohibition of that looking at the rising and the setting sun which would 
otherwise be done It is true that it would be logical to take the text as 
containing a prohibition,—as that interpretation would be in keeping with 
the directly expressed meaning of the (negative) words,—and otherwise it 
would have to be taken as indicating a positive observance, which could be 
done (by the negative sentence) only indirectly ;—all this is quite true ; 
but the fact of the matter is that it is the positive observance that is actually 
expressed directly ; as the texts in question are found to be introduced with 
the phrase—‘ Now follow his observances ’ ; so that it is a positi\'e observance 
that the rising sun shcnild not be looked at. 

Then again, we have the assertion that ‘ ho does not become conta¬ 
minated by sin’, where what is spoken of is an evil effect in connection with 
the Man, not any in connection with an Action. 

From all this it follows that the P raja pat i-vratas should be taken as 
‘ subserving the purposes of Man 

The same is the case also with the (ioJaksaim-vratas, laid down in such 
texts as ' Kartarlkarnyah kariavydh \ (?) 

SUTRA (A). 

tOBJBOTION]-‘‘ As THERE IS NO DIFFERENCE IN THE FORM OF THE 

SCRIPTURAL INJUNCTIONS, ALU THE ACTS SIMILARLY SPOKEN OF 
SHOULD HAVE TO BE REGARDED AS BRINGING ABOUT 
RESULTS THAT MAY BE FOUND TO BE MENTIONED 
IN OTHER VeDIC PASSAGES [AND AS SUCH 
' SUBSERVING THE PURPOSES OF MaN ’].” 

Bhd§ya. 

Says the Opponent—“ If it is as you say, then the acts laid down in 
^uch texts as the following should also have to be regarded as ‘ subserving 
the purposes of Man ’—(a) ‘ Samidho yajati^ TanUnapdtam yajati ’ (‘ offers the 
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Samtdh sacrifice and offers the TanCnapdt sacrifice') (Taitti. Saxh. 2. 6. L 1) ; 
—(6) * Ndnftam vadit ’ [‘ One should not tell a lie *] (Taitti. Saxh. 2. 5. 5. 6) j 
—As in these also Man's effort is spoken of, and here also no substance la 
meant to be made or prepared (by the acts laid down).” 

SUTRA (5). 

[Answer]— In reality, a detail is regarded as ‘ subserving the 

PURPOSES OE Man ’ where no authoritative means is 
FOUND (TO INDICATE THAT IT SUBSERVES THE PURPOSES 

OF AN Action),—because in such cases what is 

LAID DOWN HAS NO CONNECTION WITH 
ANY ACTION AT ALL. 

Bhdsya. 

In reality f it is not right that the Samidh and other sacrifices would have 
to be regarded as ‘ subserving the interests of Man In fact, it is because 
we find no authoritative means for regarding the Prajdpati-vratas as ‘ sub¬ 
serving the purposes of an action that we regard them as ‘ subserving the 
purposes of Man That is to say, in the case of these ohservanceSf we 
do not find any Direct Assertion (or Indicative Power or Syntactical Con¬ 
nection or Context or Order or Name) indicating the fact of the observances 
forming part of any actions ; that is why we regard them as ‘ subserving the 
purposes of Man ’ ; specially as these Prajdpaii-vratm have no conneation 
with any action at all, —In the case of the Samidh and other sacrifices, on the 
other hand, we find a ‘ means of knowledge ’ in the shape of Context which 
indicates that these sacrifices form part of a certain act (i.e. the Darsha-Pur^- 
mdsa sacrifices). —Thus the two cases are not analogous.—As regards the 
‘ Man’s effort ’ spoken of in the texts laying down the Samidh and other 
sacrifices,—that may bo taken as a mere reference (to what is already otherwise 
known). 

SUTRA (6). 

So IT IS IN ORDINARY LIFE. 

Bhd^ya. 

In ordinary life also, when, in connection with accomplished acts fulfilling 
useful purposes, some other act is mentioned without any result of its own» 
this latter is taken to be a part of the former acts ; and under thia impression, 
when they advise people to keep a fast or to repeat a mantra, they are 
satisfied by merely giving the advice, and they do not proceed to say that 
* these acts are part of, or auxiliary to, such and such an act leading to a 
result ’;—and people do not regard this as a bad form of advice.—^Thus it is 
established that, while the Samidh and other sacrifices are auxiliaries to certain, 
sacrifices, the Prajdpati-vratas are not so. 



Adhikaraija (4) : The Sacrificial Implements are spoken 
of only by way of ‘ reference \ 


SUTRA (7). 

[PtfRVAPAKSA]—“ The articles should be offered ; AS OTHERWISE 
THEIR MENTION WOULD BE MEANINGLESS ; AND BECAUSE 
NOTHING IS SPECIFIED [THEY SHOULD BE OFFERED AT 

THE Principal •Sacrifice].” 

Bhdsya. 

Tfiere are the Darsha-Purnamasa .sacrifices, in connection with which, 
we read—’ Sphyaahchat kapdldni cha^ agnihotrahavani cha, shurparlcka, 
krsndjinnnchaf ahnmyd cha^ ulukhalancha^ musalaiicha, draachcha^ upald dha ,— 
etdni 'ijai da aha yajndyudhdni * [where the ten ‘ Sacrificial Irnpiements *, 
Sphya and the rest are enumerated]. [Taitti. Sam. 1. 6. 8. 2.] 

In regard to this, there arises the question—Are these articles mentioned 
here as to be offered ? Or only as to be used for the purpose for vvTiich each 
of them is suited ? For the purpose of ascertaining this what w'e have to 
consider is—Is the text quoted an injunction or a mere reference (recapitula¬ 
tion) ? If it is an injunction, then the articles have to be offered ; if it is a 
referencGy then each of them has to bo for the purpose which has been en¬ 
joined as to be accomplished by its means. 

On tliis point, the Purvapakaa view is as follows :—“ The text quoted is 
an injunction ; as it is then alone that it can give rise to a particular form 
of activity ; otherwise (if it were not an injunction), it would be a mere 
assertion, serving no usefiil purpose.—^Further, if they were offered, then that 
would be in keeping with their title ‘ Yajrldyudha ’ (‘ sacrificial implements *), 
in the sense that they would be ‘ implements means of accomplishing ‘ a 
sacrifice ’ (by being offered at it); otherwise, they \\'ould be the ‘ implements ’ 
of striking and other such acts (as are done with each of these implements), 
on the basis of the direct injimction of such acts,—and they would be 
‘ implements of the sacrifice * only indirectly. —Then again, the number 
(‘ten’) which is specially mentioned would be explicable only if these 
articles were offered ; as in that case all of them— ten in number—would be 
offered at a sacrifice; while, in the other case, as the articles would be used 
for several purposes (a« several of them are to be used for more than one 
purpose), their number would not be ten only.—From all this it follows that 
the articles should be offered.—And as the offering is laid down without 
reference to any particular sacrifice, it should be taken as to be done at the 
principal Sacrifice.” 
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StJTRA (8). 


[SlBSaiNTA] —The articles have to be used for the purpose for 

WHICH EACH OF THEM IS SUITED—BECAUSE EACH HAS A DISTINCT 
USE OF ITS OWN ; HENCE THEY SHOULD BE USED IN 
^ ACCORDANCE WITH THE VeDIC TEXTS (LAYING 
DOWN THEIR USES). 


Bhdsya. 


The text in question cannot be taken as an injunction to the eHeet that 
‘ the articles are to be offered in fact, it has to be taken as a mere reference 
(or recapitulation), because what it speaks of (i.e. the fact of the Implements 
being used at the sacrifice) is what is already known from other soiuces 
(i.e, the injunctions laying down the use to which each of the implements 
is to be put ); e.g.—‘ Strikes the altar with the Sphya ’ (Taitti. Sam. 6. 6. 
4. 1); ‘ Cooks in the pans ’ (Taitti. Sam. 2. 3, fi. 2) ; ‘ Pours the offerings in 
the Agnihotrahavanl ’ ; ‘ Winnows with the winnowing basket ’; ‘ Spreads the 
deer-skin under the mortar ’; ‘ Keeps the pounding stone in the Sfiaynyd ’; 
* Thumps corn in the pestle and mortar which has been previously washed ’ ; 
‘ Poimds it with the pounding stone and the stone-slab wliich have been 
previously washed ’;—each of these sentences lays down the use— striking 
and the rest—to which each of the articles is to be put. The aasertion of 
what is already known from other sources can only be treated as a reference 
or reiteration, —As for the, ‘ Context ’ (by \'irtue of which the Purvapaksin 
has sought to establish the conclusion that the implements in question are to 
be offered at the Principal sacrifice),—^that must be taken as set aside by 
the ‘ syntactical connection ’ (of the sentences just quoted).—As for the 
term ‘ Yajfidytidha ' (‘sacrificial implement’), its use is justifiable only if 
the text is taken as a reference, not when it is taken as an injunction. 
Because as a matter of fact, the term ‘ sacrificial implement ’ (‘ Yajna/yudha ’) 
can be applicable to the Sphya and the rest only in a figurative sense.—^As 
regards the number ‘ ten that can be taken as referring to the enumeration 
contained in the text.—As a matter of fact, it is quite clear that the Sphya 
and the rest are brought in and used for the purposes of striking and the 
rest; to tWs end there is certainly an Injunction,—in the form ‘ Strikes the 
altar with the Sphya \ and so forth; while there is no such injunction as that 
‘ the Sphya and the rest should be made Yajhdyudha \—From all this it 
follows, that the text in question is only a reiteration of the fact, already 
known from other sowces, that the articles in qiiestion are to be used for 
the purpose of striking the Vedi, and so forth. 
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SCTRA (9). 

Further, the Cake and other things have been laid down as 
to be offered at the fruitful SACRinOBS. [Or, the 
articles have been laid down as to be used at 

ANOTHER USEFUL ACT.] 

Bhdsya. 

The Cake and such other things have been laid down as to be offered at 
sacrifices leading to desirable results ; now if the sacrificial implements also 
were meant to be offered, then the Cake and other things will have to be 
taken as optional alternatives to these implements ; so that in one case they 
would have to bo rejected, as both the alternatives could not be combined ; 
because the Cake, etc., as well as the sphya^ etc., would be connected with the 
act of sacrificing, independently by themselves. 

Or, the Sutra may be taken to mean that the articles in question have 
been laid down as to be used for another useful purpose, in the text—y* The 
body of the Agnihotrn is burnt with his fires and the sacrificial implements ’. If 
these implements were to be offered in the sacrifice, they could not be there to be 
used in the burning of the dead body.—From this it follows that the articles 
are not to be offered. 

SUTRA (10). 

ALSO BECAUSE WE FIND INDICATIVES TO THE SAME EFFECT. 

Bhdsya. 

The same conclusion is indicated also by the text—‘ There are fourteen 
libations poured at the Paurminidsa sacrifice and thirteen at the Amdvdsyd 
sacrifice *. [If the ten implements were to bo offered, then there would 
be ten additional libations, which would make the numbers twenty-four and 
twenty-three, and this would militate against the numbers fourteen and 
thirteen spoken of in the text just ciuoted.]—^From thi.s also it follows that the 
passage in question is a mSre reiteration, not an injunction. 



Aiwkarana (5): Due significaTice attaches to the singular 
number in the word ^pashum^. 

StJTRA (11). 

[P0B.VAPAKSA continued] —The ‘ one-ness ’ has no bearing upon 

THE SACRIFICE ; AS IT IS AUXILIARY TO THE OBJECT (AnIMAL).” 

Bhd^ya, 

{a) At the JyotistoNia, there is the animal dedicated to AyruSotmi, 
spoken of in the text—' Yo dlkaUo yadagnlsomlyam paahumdlahliat^^ (Taitti. 
Sam. 6. 1. 11. 6) [‘On being initiated, he sacrifices the animal dedicated to 
Agni-Soma ’] ; and (6) the text ‘ Anadvahau yunakti * [‘ Yokes the two bulls ’]; 
—similarly (c) in connection with the Ashvamedha we have the text, * Vasantdya 
kapmjaldn dlabhate'* [‘To the Spring, one sacrifices the Kapinjala-hSvS^^], 
[Sha. Bra. 1. 5. 1. 13.] 

In regard to these, there arises the question—Are the niunbcrs,— {a) 
one, (6) twOf and (c) three, meant to be significant ? Or not ? 

On this question, the Purvapak^a view is as follows :—“ The one-nese 
[as also ‘ two ’ and ‘ many ’] has no bearing upon the sacrifice, —i.e. significance 
is not meant to attach to them,— because it is auxiliary to the object. As a 
matter of fact, the number (one, two or more) is not an auxiliary, eitlier 
to the killing (a, h), or to the yoking (b); it is auxiliary to (a) tlie animal, 
{h) the two calves, (c) the KapihjolaAyird. What the case-ending directly 
expresses is the number of the object expressed by the basic noun (to which 
the said case-ending is attached);—while the fact of the number j^ertaining 
to the sacrifice could be indicated only indirectly by Syntactical Connection ; 
—and Direct Assertion is more authoritative than Syntactical Connection. — 
Hence it follows that the number (one, or two, or more) cannot be meant 
to have any bearing on the sticrifice. 

“ The Opponent may say—‘ The number Aiay not be an auxiliary to 
the sacrifice ; it may be an appurtenance of the Animal (the object denoted 
by the basic noun), and even so, it would have to be regarded as significant 
—Our answer to this is that it does not matter whether an appurtenance 
of the Animal or any other object (denoted by the noun) is signified or not 
si|;nified ; what does matter is that an appurtenance of the sacrifice should 
remain unimpaired ; as for the animal and such objects, even if these are 
impaired (or damaged), the sacrifice itself remains unimpaired; and it is 
from the sacrifice that the desired result follows, not from the Animal and 
such things. It is for tliis reason that it does not matter whether an appur¬ 
tenance or qualification of the Animal and such things is known or not 
known; and hence no such qualification could be intended to be expressed ; 
because it is only what i^erves a useful purpose that is regarded as meant 
to be expressed.” 
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StJTRA (12). 

' [PCrvapak^a continued ]—“ Also bboausb the text add#^ 

THE TERM ‘ ONE 

Bhdsya. 


‘‘ There is a text from which we deduce the fact tliat no significance 
is meant to be attached to the number (of a noim); this text is— ‘ Yadi 
sornamapahareyiih ekdm gam dalc^inam dadydt ’ (Shatapatha Bra. 4. 5. 10. 6) 
£‘ If they take away the Soma, he should give one cow as the sacrificial fee ’]. 
If significance had attached to the singular number (in ‘ gam \ ‘ cow *), then 
the text would not have added the word ‘ ikdm ’ (‘ one *), as this one^nesa 
would have been already signified by the singular number in * gam \— 
Similarly, there is the text—‘ Avi dve, dhenu dv^ ’ (Taitti. Sam. 5. 6. 21. I") 
Tioo sheep, two milch cows ’] ; here also the presence of the word ‘ dvl ’ 
(‘two’) indicates the fact that no significance is meant to be attached to 
the dual number in the word ‘ avi ’ (‘ sheep ’).—Similarly there is the text 
‘ Tnn laldmdn^ (Katha. Sam. 13. 7) f‘ Three spotted animals’], where the 
term * trln ’ (‘ three ’) is indicative of the fact that no significance attaches 
to the plural number in the word ^laldmdn^ (‘ spotted animals’).” 


SUTRA (13). 

[P(Tbvapak§a continued ]—“ 'But the number is actually cognised % 
—IF this is urged [then the answer is as in the following Suiray* 

Bhdsya. 


“You may urge the following argument—‘ It is not that no significance 
attaches to the number ; because we actually cognise the number as an 
appurtenance to the verb; for instance, when it is said Pashum dnaya 
[Bring the animal], only one animal is brought [and this because the number 
signified by the singular number in ^pashum', is one]; similarly when it 
is said Paahu dnaya [Bring the animals (dual number)], two animals are 
brought; and when it is said Paahun dnaya [Bring the animals (plural num¬ 
ber)], several animals are brought;—^and what is cognised from a word 
forms its connotation (what is signified by the word); hence w'e imderstand 
from the word itself that the number is an appurtenance to the Sacrifice;— 
and what is understood from the word cannot, without sufficient rec^n, 
be t€^en as not meant to be signified ’.—[Our answer to this argument is 
as follows^— ” 
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SUTRA (14). 

[PCrvapak^a cmdvded ]—“ It is not as you say ; what is understood 

IB NOT SIGNIFIED BY THE WORD ; AS IT IS RBADLY SIGNIFIED 

BY THAT (sentence IN WHICH THE WORD OCCURS) ;- 

JUST AS IN THE CASE OF THE WORD 
‘ PORVA ’ (‘ FOREMOST ’).” 

Bhdsya. 

“ It is not as you say. It is true that the number is understood ; but it 
is not signified by the word ; as in reality, the idea is due to a mis¬ 
conception.—‘ How so ? ’—That the number is an appurtenance to the 
sacrifice can be understood only from the sentence (Syntactical Connection),— 
and Syntactical Connection is set aside by Direct Assertion (Direct connotation 
of the word.). Hence it follows that the notion of the number ‘ one ’ and 
the rest appertaining to the sacrifice cannot be accepted as signified by the 
word.—Then again, what is not actually signified by a word is also sometimes 
understood; for instance, when it is said ' purvo dhdvati' (‘the foremost 
man runs ’), that man alone can be called ‘ foremost ’ who has a correspond¬ 
ing ‘ hindmost man ’ ; hence when the term ‘ foremost ’ is used, the ‘ hind¬ 
most ’ also becomes understood (as implied),—and yet the words \ised (‘ the 
foremost man runs ’) do not signify the idea that ‘ the hindmost man runs 
—Similarly in the case in question, when the word ‘ pashum ’ is used, the 
number ‘ one * is understood (as implied), but not as appertaining to the 
sacrifice. Just as in the case of the word ‘ foremost ’ the hindmost is only 
understood, and not predicated (enjoined) in regard to anything,—in the 
same manner in the case in question, the number is only understood, not 
predicated (enjoined), as sometliing to be done at the sacrifice,—nor in 
regard to the animal.—‘ But why should it not be taken as predicated 
(enjoined) in regard to the animal ? ’—For the simple reason that there is 
no injunctive (or predicative).—‘ The verb shall be the injunctive.’—That 
also is not possible; as a matter of fact, what the verb ‘ dlahhate ’ (in the 
sentence ^pashum dlahhate') enjoins is the connection between the Deity 
and the substance, and hence it cannot enjoin the connection between the 
number and the object numbered ; as if it did, then there would a syntactical 
split.—From all this we conclude that no significance attaches to the number 
(in the word ‘ pashum ’ as used in the sentence ‘ Pashum dlahhate ’).” 

SUTRA (15). 

fS iddhanta]—^The Number ls really found to be signified by words ; 

AS THE idea of THE NUMBER COMES WHEN THE WORD COMES ; 

SO THAT THE COGNITION OF THE SIGNIFICATION OF 
THE WORD IN THIS CASE IS EXACTLY AS IN 
THE CASE OF OTHERS (OTHER WORDS). 

Bhdsya. 

The particle ‘ ^ (‘ really ’) is meant to set aside the Purvapaksa view. 

It is not true that the word does not directly denote the Number as having 
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a bearing upon the saorifioe; in fact the Number is found to subsist in the 
connotation of the verb. For instance, in common parlance, when one says 
‘ Paahum dnaya ’ (‘ Bring the animal ’), the noun ‘ paahvm ’ (‘ animal ’) 
being in the singular number, what is understood from the words is the 
oust of bringing up as qualified by ‘ unity * cmd the ‘ animal ’ ;—^when one 
says ‘ Paahu dnaya ’ (‘ Bring the two animals *) [the noun '"posh'd ’ being in 
the Dual Number], what is understood is the same thing qualified by 
* duality ’ ; so that unity has* disappeared (with the disappearance of the 
word with the singular ending) and duality has appeared (with the coming 
in of the word with the Dual ending); and when a thing appears on the 
coming in of a word, that thing is known as the connotaivon of that 
word.—^Thus, it is foimd that the cognition of the signification of the 'word in 
this case is exactly as in the case of other words ; for instance, when one says 
‘ Bring the horse the bringing of the horse is understood to be expressed by 
the words,—when it is said * Bring the cow ’, the bringing of the cow is under¬ 
stood to be expressed by the words,—and the notion of the horse disappears 
and that of the cow comes in [on the disappearance of the word ‘horse* 
and the appearance of the word ‘ cow *] ;—^from this it is understood that the 
horse forms the connotation of the word * horse and the cow^ that of the word 
‘ oow \ 

It has been argued above (under Su. 11) that—“ Direct Assertion sets 
aside the indication of Syntactical Connection —The answer to this is as 
follows:—Direct Assertion does not say that ‘ what is indicated by 
Syntactical Connection is not true ’ ; all that it does is to express the Ntimber 
as pertaining to the object denoted by the Noun; and (what we say is that) 
it is this Number as pertaining to the object that is indicated by ‘ Syntactical 
Connection ’ as bearing upon the Sacrifice. [So that there is no conflict 
between the Direct Assertion and Syntactical Connection, and hence no 
setting aside of the latter by the former.] In fact, what happens is that 
what is denoted by the Noun, as also what is denoted by the case-ending, 
becomes connected (through Syntactical Connection) with what is denoted 
by the Verb. Hence in the case of the sentence ‘ Pashumdlabheta ’, what is 
understood (from the words) is the sacrificing (denoted by the verb ' dUdMta ’> 
as qualified by the two qualifying adjuncts (the ani'mal denoted by the 
noim ‘ pashu ’ and the number ‘ one ’ as denoted by the singular case-ending 
in 'pashum^^l and as the whole of this forms one connected idea, it is 
regarded as ‘ one sentence ’.—If the number ‘ one ’ were taken as predicated 
of the animal, the verb, alone by itself, could not predicate what is expressed 
by the verb, as well as the connection between the number and the numbered, 
—From all this it follows that the Number is meant to be signified as bearing 
upon the sacrifice. 

SUTRA *(16). 

To THE SAME EFFECT, WE FIND INDIOATTVBS. 

Bhd^ya. 

What are these ‘ indicatives ’ ? 

(a) There is the following text—* Karf}d ydmydh, avaliptd ravdrdh,, 
nabhorupdh pdrjanydfy, te^dm aindrdgno dashamah * [* The animals with 
2 
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moonlike ears are dedicated to Yama, the haughty ones are dedicated to 
Rudra, those in the form of the sky are dedicated to Parjanya ; that 
dedicated to Indra-Agni forms the tenth of those ’] (Vajasaneya Sam. 24. 3). 
Now here ‘ that dedicated to Indra-Agni ’ could be the ‘ tenth only 
if the plural number in each of the three nouns did actually signify the 
number three [so that there would be three ‘dedicated to Yama\ three 
‘ dedicated to Ritdra \ and three ‘ dedicated to Parjanya thus making 
nine in all, and then, in addition to these would come ‘ that dedicated to 
Indra-Agni \ as the tenth.] 

(6) Similarly, there is the following text—‘ Krsnd hhaumdh, dhumrd 
dntarikadh, hrhanto divydh, ahahald vaidyiddhy aidhmdatdrakdh ’ (Vajasaneya- 
Sam. 24. 3); and in reference to this passage, we have the following— 
‘ Ardhamdadndm vd etat rupam yat pahchadaahinah ’ (Shatapatha Bra. 13. 2. 
6. 1) [‘ The dark ones are dedicated to the Earth, the dusky ones to the Sky, 
the large ones to Heaven, those of variegated colour to Lightning, and those 

suffering from Sidhma to the Stars;.these fifteen constitute the form 

of half-months ’] [Here also we can have the mxrnbeT fifteen only if the plural 
number in each of the five nouns ‘ Krandh * and the rest actually signify 
the number three ].— 

From all this we conclude that significance must attach to the Number. 

It has been argued that “ such expressions as ‘ ekdm gdm ’ (‘ one cow ’) 
show that the Number one is not signified by the singular number (in ' gdm *) ”. 
—The answer to this is that the word ‘ ekdm ’ (‘ one ’) is used in such 
expressions for the purpose of predicating the connection between the cow 
and the number (one); otherwise (if only the word ‘ gdm ’ were used), the 
sentence would be understood to predicate the connection between the 
cow and the aacrificial fee ; for this reason it is necessary to read the word 
‘ ekdm ’ even when the singular number in ' gdm ’ actually signifies the number 
one. —Such expressions as ‘ two sheep ‘ two cows % ‘ three houses ’ (which 
have been cited by the Purvapakain) are mere reiterations (and hence 
do not prove what the Opponent seeks to prove). 




Adhikabana (6): Significance attaches to the Oenfier — 
Supplement to the foregoing Adhikaraim. 

SUTRA (17). 

So ALSO IS THE GeNDER (MEANT TO BE SIGNIFICANT). 

Bhdsya. 

Having decided as above [that significance must attach to the Number], 
it follows as a necessary corollary that significance should attach to the 
Gender also, as it is expressed by the same word as the Number. It is only 
then that we can explain such texts as the following— Vasani^ praJtah 
ugneylm kranagrlvdmdlahhate griame mddhyandlne simhtmaindrim, aharadi 
apardhn^ ahvetdm bdrhaspatydm ’ In spring, he sacrifices, in the morning, 
the black-necked animal dedicated to Agni; in summer, he sacrifices, at 
midday, the lioness dedicated to Tndra; in autumn, he sacrifices, in the after¬ 
noon, the white animal dedicated to Brhaspati ’] (Taitti. Sam. 2. 1. 2. 5);— 
then follow the words ‘ garbhinyo bhavanti * [‘ These animals are pregnant ’] 
(Taitti. Sam. 2. 1. 2. 6) ; as ‘ pregnancy ’ can be a qualification of the female 
only, it follows that the animals spoken of must be females [which shows that 
due significance should attach to the nouns used in the text in the Feminine 
Gender, i.e. the nouns ‘ kranagrlvdm \ ‘ aimhlm ’ and ‘ ahvetdm ’].—Similarly 
there is the text, ^ aahva raabho vrmirvaatah puruaah — iti te prdjdpatydh' 
[‘ A horse, a bull, a ram, a goat, and a man—these are to be dedicated to 
Prajdpati"] (Taitti. Sam. 5. 6. 12. 1);—in reference to this text, we have 
the following passage—‘ Muakard bhavanti aendriyatvdya ’ [‘ These should 
be entire (not castrated) in order to be able to have the generative potency ’] 
(Taitti. Bra. 1. 8. 2. 2);—‘being entire ’ (not castrated) is a qualification that 
can belong to males only ; hence the text shows that the animals meant 
must be males [which proves that significance is meant to attach to the 
masculine gender of the nouns ‘ ahsvah ’ and the rest]. 


This Adhikarana may be presented in a somewhat different manner, 
as follows:—What the Sutra —‘ So also is the gender ’—does is to apply 
the details of the (foregoing) Adhikarana^ which has dealt with Numbery 
to the Adhikarana (present one) dealing with Gender, 

The Purvapakaa view in this case (like that in the last Adhikaraim) 
would be as follows :—“ No significance attaches to the (jlender; because 
Direct Assertion sets aside the indications of Syntactical Connection; nor 
do we find any assertion to the effect that the Gender is meant to be signi¬ 
ficant. Then again, we have a text also indicative of the same conclusion— 
‘ Strigauh aomakrayanl * [‘ The price paid for the Soma is the female cow ’]; 
now here the addition of the epithet "Strl" (‘female’) shows that no 
significance attaches to the Feminine Gender of the noun ‘ Somakrayarfi ’ 
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[for if it did» then there would be no point in adding the epithet ‘ female — 
' How then is it that when one says mfglm dnaya (bring the doe), the hiuik 
is not brought [as it should be, if no significance atteiches to the Feminine 
Gender in the noun ‘ mrglm ’] ?—There is no force in this ; as the idea produced 
by the expression * mrglm dnaya * (which prevents the male deer being 
brought in) is not derived from the words directly; it is only implied (in¬ 
directly), as in the case of the expression ‘ the foremost man runs ’ (where 
the notion of the hindmost man is only implied, not directly expressed by 
the word).” 

The Siddhdnta in answer to this is as follows :—Significance does attach 
to the Gender; in fact, the indication of Syntactical Connection is not negatived 
by Direct Assertion. As indicative of the same conclusion we have the 
texts (quoted above)—‘ These should be pregnant * They should be entire 
(not castrated) ’.—As regards the argument based upon the phrase ‘ strl 
gavh somakrayanl in fact no significance attaches to the epithet ‘ strl * ; 
so also no significance attaches to the term ^ purusa * (‘ male ’) found in the 
sentence ‘ He sacrifices male elephants for offering to Prajapati In support 
of the view that due significance should attach to Gender,—^we have already 
stated a clear reasoning.—From all this it follows that significance does 
attach to Gender, 



Adhikaraija (7): The ‘ Complementary Details ’ servf. the 
purpose of bringing about an unseen Transcendental 

Effect. 

SUTRA (18). 

[Prima Facie Siddhanta]— In the case of all ‘ oomplembntaby 
details’, without distinction, the ApOrva (Transcen¬ 
dental Effect) must be understood to be brought 

ABOUT. 

Bhd^ya, 

Complementary Details [i.e. such details as come into a sacrifice only 
as tending to embellish the substance or the deity, or both—says the 
Tantraratna] are to be taken as the subject-matter of the present Adhikarana; 
i.e. such sacrifices as the Uttama-Praydja, the Pashupuroddshay and the 
Smapdkrt form the subject-matter of enquiry. 

In regard to this, there arises the question—Is every one of these 
sacrifices preparatory (embellishment) of the Deity concerned ? Or does the 
sacrifice produce a transcendental effect in the Deity ? 

On this question, the Prima Facie Siddhanta is as follows :— In the 
case of all Complementary Details withoiU distinction a Transcendental Effect 
must he understood to he hroitght about ;—that is to say, in the case of all 
complementary details, like the sacrifices named above, the bringing about 
of a transcendental effect must be admitted ; because there is no distinction 
between the sacrifices in question and those other acts which are spoken 
of by means of such other verbs as ‘ sacrifices ‘ offers *, * pours libations 
—And the general principle has already been laid down (in the Bhdsya on 
Su. 2. 1. 4) that ‘ an accomplished entity is enjoined with a view to the 
bringing about of what is still to he accomplished \ 

aSUTRA (19). 

[PfTRVAPAKSA, traversing the Prima Facie Statement of the 
Siddhanta] —“ In the case of the Injunction (of the 
Complementary Details) in question, there can be 
NO BRINGING ABOUT (OF A TRANSCENDENTAL EfFECT) ; 

AS THERE IS A DISTINCTION AMONG VERBS ; AND 
THERE IS NO WORD ENJOINING THE TRANS¬ 
CENDENTAL Effect (to be brought 
ABOUT BY THE DETAILS IN 

question).” 

Bhdsya, 

[Says the Purvapakpin] “ In connection with the Injunction in question, 
there can be no bringing about of a transcendental effect; because ^re is 
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a distinction among verbs ; that is, there is that verb which expresses an 8W5t 
serving a purely visible purpose (the cleaning of vessels for instance),— 
from such an act no transcendental effect can follow ; there is however 
another verb which expresses an act which does not produce any visible 
effect (e.g. the reciting of a certain Mantra) ;—from such an act there must 
follow a transcendental effect.—Now as regards the particular sacrifice in 
question—i.e. the Pashupuroddaa, for instance,—it serves a visible purpose, 
inasmuch as when this sacrifice is performed, the Deity concerned is 
recalled to the mind ; and in the Svistakrt sacrifice also there is the visible 
purpose served that the offering-material (remnant) is disposed of. [Thus 
then there being visible results, there is no room for an unseen transcendental 
effect,] Nor is there any other word (apart from the said verb) wliich could 
lay down a transcendental effect.—From all this it follows that every one 
of the sacrifices in question is a preparatory embellishment (of the Deity 
concerned).” 

SUTRA (20). 

[Final Siddhanta]— In reality, a transcendental effect must 

FOLLOW FROM THE SACRIFICES IN QUESTION ; EVEN THOUGH 
THERE IS THE DESIRE TO BRING ABOUT (THE EMBELLISH¬ 
MENT OF) THE Deity ; where there is a purpose served 
BY IT, THE sacrifice OCCUPIES A SUBORDINATE 
POSITION ; WHERE THE ACT ITSELF RESTS IN THE 

Deity, it is subordinate to that Deity 

[HENCE THE TRANSCENDENTAL EFFECT 
PRODUCED RESTS IN THE 

Deity J. 

Bhdsya. 

In reality a transcendental effect must result from the sacrifice in 
question ; even though there is the dssire to bring about the embellishment of 
the Deity; —where there is a purpose served by the sacrifice^—this purpose 
being either the embellishment of the Deity or the disposal of the remnant- 
material,— the sacrifice occupies a subordinate position. What happens is 
that by the reciting of the Mantra^ the Deity is recalled to the mind (this 
being the embellishment of the Deity—a visible purpose) ; and while this 
visible purpose (of recalling the Deity to the mind) is being done by the 
Mantra^ there is the other action of making the offering which is found to be 
laid down for the purpose of bringing about a transcendental effect; and 
there is no visible result brought about by this latter act;—and inasmuch 
as this act of making the offering rests upon the Deity,—having been made 
to him,—it follows that the transcendental effect that is produced by it 
,i;must also rest in that same Deity. 



Adhikarana (8) : Introduction to the main suhjex^t-rruitter 

of the Adhydya. 

SUTRA (21). 

In regard to the purpose served by substances and actions, 

THERE IS (sometimes) EQUALITY AND (SOMETIMES) INEQUALITY 
-[this is what IS NOW GOING TO BE DEALT WITH], 

B1id§ya. 

The treatment of the subject-matter of Adhydya III is finished. After 
this we are going to explain the ‘ equality ’ and ‘ inequality ’ among sub¬ 
stances and actions, in regard to the purpose served by them. In some cases, 
there is ‘ equality in other cases there is ‘ inequality ’. For instance, 
there is ‘ inequality ’ between Amlkm (Curdled Milk) and Vdjina (Whey) 
[see Sii. 4. 1. 22 et 8eq,\; there is ‘inequality’ between Kraya (Purchase) 
and Pdrnsii (Dust)* [see Su. 4. 1. 25 et seq.^ ; while there is ‘ equality ’ between 
the holding of the stick by the Maitravaruna and the holding of it by the 
Sacrificer [seeSu. 4. 2. ICetaeq .}.—Similarly may ‘ Equality ’ and ‘ Inequality ’ 
be traced in particular cases. 


[Up to this point we have considered the subject of the Principal act and its 
kSubsidiary (which is the subject-matter of Adhyaya III);—as leading up to the 
subject of Motive, which is the subject-matter of Adhydya IV. Henceforward 
we shall devote all our attention directly to the main subject of Adhyaya IV, by 
itself. In some cases however—as in the Adhikarana dealing with Curdled Milk 
and Whey, we shall discuss the question of ” Principal and Subsidiary also ’ as bearing 
upon the question of Motive. What is meant by ‘ equality ’ between two things 
is that both of them constitute the ‘ motive ’ behind a certain act; and what is 
meant by ‘ inequality ’ is that whilo one of them is the real ‘ motive ’ behind an 
act, the other is only a bye-product, coming only incidentally.—And it is 
cases of this ‘ equality ’ and ‘ inequality ’ that will be considered now.— 
Tantraratna.^ 


* At the JyotiHoma in the process of purchasing Soma, a heifer is led out of 
the Sacrificial House, and on the spot where she puts her right foot at the seventh 
step, they halt and certain libations are offered ; the dust of the spot is collected 
and kept safely by the Sacrificer’s wife. Now here the Purchasing of the Soma^ 
is the motive behind all the details, while the collecting of the dust is only incidental. 
Hence there is ‘ inequality ’ between the two.—See Prdbhdkara Mimdnisd, pp. 279- 
280. 



A'DT TrgA-R A'KrA (9): The securing of ‘ Curdled Bits ’ is the 
motive behind the act of putting curds into hot milk. 

SUTRA (22). 

{PtTBVAPAKgA]—“ When sevebal ‘thuigs abe beotoht . ABOtrr by 

THE SAME ACT, THEY SHOtTLD ALL EQUALLY BE BEGABDED AS 
THE ‘ MOTIVE ’ OF THAT ACT.” 

Bhd§ya. 

In connection with the Vaiahvadeva sacrifice performed in course of the 
Chaturmdaya sacrifices, we read—‘ TaptS payaai dadhydnayati, ad vaiahvadivl 
dmiked, vdjibhyo vdjinam ’ [‘ He puts curd into hot milk, whereupon the 
curdled milk that is produced is offered to the Viahvedevaa and the liquid 
whey is offered to the Vdjins ’]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question—What is the motive behind 
the act of pxUting curd irUo hot milk ?—Is it the securing of the Curdled Milk 
{Amikad), and not that of the Whey ( Vdjirva) ? Or is it both ? 

On this question, the Purvapakm view is as follows—“ Both (Curdled 
Milk and Whey) form the motive behind the act.—Why ?—When a useful thing 
is brought about by the performance of an action, that thing is regarded 
as the ‘ motive * behind that act; in the case in question, when the act of 
putting curd in hot milk is done, both the things are brought about, the 
Curdled Milk and also out of the same, the Whey. Now the act might have 
been regarded as done for the purpose of securing only one of these, if there 
were some ground for making a distinction between the two;—^but there ia 
no ground for making a distinction between the two ;—hence it follows 
that the putting of curd into hot milk is for the purpose of securing both; 
and thus the one act (of putting curd into hot milk) should be taken as 
incited by (done for the sake of) both the substances.” 

SUTRA (23). 

[Siddhanta]—In kbality, the Ctjbdled Milk should be begabded 

AS THE PBINCIPAL MOTIVE, BECAUSE IT IS IN THAT THAT THE 
MIXED TASTE 18 PEBCBIVBD. 

Bhd§ya, 

It is not true that both the substances arb the ‘ motive ’ behind the 
act in question ; because in reality the Curdled Milk is the motive.—^Why ? 
—^Because in the case in question, what forms the offering material is not what 
is produced out of Milk and Curds; if that were the offering-material, then 
the fact of both Cu/rdled Milk and Whey being produced out of Milk and 
Curds would be a ground for making a distinction in favour of the view 
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that both form the ‘ motive What, then, is the offering-material ? 

The offering-material consists of Milk mixed with Curds. —“ How do you 
get at this idea ? ”—^We deduce this from the fact that the text speaks of 
‘ sd ’ (i.e. the milk itself mixed with curds),—and not what is ^produced 
out of it—as what should be offered to the Vishv^d^vas. 

Says the Opponent—“From, the use of the Feminine Pronoun Cad*) 
it is clear that it is the Curdled Milk (‘ Amik^d ’, which also is in the Feminine 
Gender) that forms the offering-material, and it is produced out of milk and 
curds ; similarly, the Whey also is an offering-material, and this too is produced 
out of milk and curds; [so that both stand on the same footing regarding 
their being the motive behind the act of putting curds in hot milk].” 

Answer —It is not so ; it is the hot milk itself which, on being mixed 
with curds, becomes the Curdled Milk ; so that the presence of the 
Feminine Gender does not affect our position at all. 

Says the Opponent—“ If it is the Milk mixed with Curds that forms the 
offering-material, then why is it said that it is the Curdled Milk (Amikad) 
that is the motive behind the act of putting curds into hot milk ? ” 

Answer —That is because it is in the Curdled Milk that both milk and 
curds are present,—not in Whey. 

“ How do you know that ? ” 

We know it from the fact that the mixed taste of Curds and Milk is 
found in the Curdled Milk ; i.e. it is in the Curdled Milk that we perceive 
the taste of Milk and Curds mixed together; and from this fact it is deduced 
that both Milk and Curds are there. Of the Whey^ on the other hand, the 
t€tste is bitter and pungent [which does not indicate the presence of Milk 
and Curds]. 

Says the Opponent—“ When the curds are put in hot milk, two things 
happen—the milk becomes mixed up with the curds, and it also becomes 
separated from the whey; why then should it bo assumed that what is 
•desired to be seemed by the act is the mixture (of the milk with curds) 
and not the separation (of the milk from whey) ? ” 

Answer —^In the first place, the mixing of the Milk with Curds is ex¬ 
pressed directly by the words of the text, while the separation of the Milk 
from Whey is not expressed by the words of the text.—Secondly, the 
Pronoun (‘«d’) also becomes construed with the word that precedes it. 
In accordance with the Purvapaksa view, on the other hand, the putting of 
-curds into hot milk would have to be taken aa being done for the purpose of 
separating the Milk from the Whey;—which separating, not expressed 
-directly by any words, will have to be taken as indirectly indicated; and^' 
when there is a doubt as to which of the two—^Direct Expression or Indirect 
Indication—should be accepted, it is the Direct Expression that would have 
to be accepted as the more authoritative of the two. 

From all this it follows that the putting of curds intd hot milk is for the 
purpose of securing the Curdled Milk ; and the use of the word ‘ dmikpd * 
:in the text is only by way of reiteration, because when curds are put into 
milk, this mixture is exactly ‘curdled milk’ Cdmikpd*) itself [so that 
aao iiseful purpose is served by the addition of the word ‘ dmikpd *, except 
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that of reiteration].—^Thus we conclude that it is Curdled Milk which forms 
the motive, and Whey is not the motive. 

SOTRA (24). 

Also because it is the principal thing that is eulogised 
[and it is the Curdled Milk that has been eulogised]. 

Bhd§ya. 

It cannot be right to regard both the things as the ‘ motive ’ ; nor is 
there any declaration to the effect that ‘ this thing is the motive, not that 
thing ’ ; in fact a motive is assumed simply because without a motive the 
act would be useless. Under the circumstances when the injunction of an 
act has been rendered useful by the assumption of one motive, there can 
be no reason for regarding any other thing as the motive. Nor is it true 
that no ground for differentiation is to be foi.md.—“ How do you know that 
there is a ground for differentiation ? ”—We deduce it from the fact that 
it is the principal thing that is eulogised ; i.e. in all cases, the most reasonable 
course is to eulogise the principal thing ; and as the principal thing (Curdled 
Milk) is mentioned first, it is recognised as the ‘ Motive ’ ; and when this 
one motive has been found for the act, and thereby its uselessness has been 
set aside, there is no reason why a second motive should be assumed. In 
the case in question the first to be mentioned is the Curdled Milk and the 
Whey comes second. Hence it follows that it is the Curdled Milk that is 
the motive. 

Further, we find that the Curdled Milk has been eulogised by the words 
of the Veda itself, in the following text—‘ Mithunam vai dadhi cha shrtaricha, 
atha yat samsrsfetm mandamiva mastviva, pari cha dadrshe garhha eva sah ’ 
[‘ Curds and boiled milk form a couple; when the two are mixed up, 
something like a solid mass appears ; this appears like the foetus ’] ; here 
we find the Curdled Milk eulogised as ‘ foetus ’ ; and it is the foetus, not 
the liquid in the womb, which is the motive behind the coupling. From 
this eulogy also we infer that the Curdled Milk is the motive. 

“ What is the purpose served by tliis Adhikarana ? ” 

The purpose that is served is as follows : If both (Curdled Milk and 
Whey) formed the motive, then, in the event of the Whey being lost (or 
spoilt), it would be necessary to put curds again into hot milk (in order 
to secure another supply of Whey); on the other hand, if the Whey did not 
form the motive, then in the event of the Whey being lost (or spoilt), there 
would be no need for putting curds into hot milk again. 



Adhikabana (10): The operation of the steps of the cow is 
not the motive behind the act of bringing in the cow. 

SUTRA (25). 

The ‘ OPERATION OF THE STEPS ’ CANNOT BE THE MOTIVE OF THH 
‘ Bringing up ’ of the cow ; as this latter is for a different 

PURPOSE. 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Jyotiatoma, we read—‘ Arurmyd pingdkayd 
ekahdyanyd somam knndti * [‘ With reddish tawny-eyed one-year-old cow, 
he purchases the Soma ’] (Taitti. Sam. 6. 1. 6. 7); in connection with this 
same, there is another text—‘ anuniskrdmati * [‘ He follows the 

cow for six steps’] (Taitti. Sam. 6. 1. 8, 1), and then, ' Saptamam padam 
adhvaryuranjalind grhndti ’ [‘ The Adhyarjru takes up with his two hands 
the dust from under the seventh step ’];—then there is another text— 

* Yarhi havirdhdne prdchl pravartayeyuh tarhi tendk§amaiijyt ’ [‘ If they drive 
the cart towards the east, then he should anoint the axle with the dust 
taken up’] (Taitti. Sam. 3. 1. 3. 1). 

In regard to this, there arises the question—Is the Bringing up of the 
coWf which is to be paid as the price of the Somaf for the purpose of securing 
the dust from under the foot at the seventh step ? Or for the purpose of 
securing the purchase of the Soma ? 

The Purvapaksa view is that—“ inasmuch as both—the Purchase 
as well as the securing of the dust from under the foot—are accomplished 
by means of the Bringing up of the cow,—both should be regarded as its 
‘ motive ’. We do not perceive any ground for distinction (whereby one, 
and not the other, would be regarded as the motive);—tiiis has already been 
explained under Sutra 4. 1. 22, where it has been said that ‘ when several 
things are brought about by the same act, they should all equally be regarded 
as the motive of that act ’.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta —The ' operation of 
the step ’ is not the motive —why ?—because the Bringing up of the cow is for 
the purpose of securing the purchase (of the Soma); as a matter of fact, with¬ 
out the Bringing up of the cow, no purchase of the Soma would be possible 
at a particular spot;—hence it follows that the securing of the purchase is 
the motive for the Bringing up of the cow ; and hence the purchase is its 
motive, and hence it cannot, at the same time, have the ‘ operation of the 
steps ’ also as its motive. 

Then again, there is no such injunctive sentence as that ‘ the dusts 
of the step of the cow should be taken up “ But the one-year-old cow 
would he connected with the sentence speaking of the taking up of the dust of 
the feet”.—That cannot be, we reply. The particular sentence ^Ekahdyanyd 
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iofifydti ’ [‘ Purchases 8oma with the one-year-old cow *] has declared the 
one-year-old cow as to be used for the purchasing of the Soma,—^while with 
the sentence speaking of the taking up of the dust, the one-year-old could 
be connected only by reason of its ooc\irring in the same Con^t ;—and 
certainly Sentence (Syntactical Connection) is more authoritative than the 
Context, Hence what happens is that the one-year-old cow, which has been 
declared to be for the purpose of the Purchase of Soma, comes incidentally 
to be connected with the sentence speaking of the dust of the feet ; the sense 
of this latter connection being—‘ Of this cow which really serves a totally 
different purpose, the dust \mder her seventh step should be taken up and 
collected *.—^From all this it follows that the Purchase forms the motive 
for the Bringing up of the Cow, and the ‘ Step ’ is not the motive of any¬ 
thing. 

“ What is the purpose served by this Adhikararia ? ” 

If both—piirchase and operation of the steps,—were the motive for the 
bringing up of the cow,—^then in a case where the seventh step of the cow 
falls upon stone (from where no dust can be collected), the cow will have to 
be brought up again for the securing of the dust from under her left foot; 
—on the other hand, if this ‘ step-operation ’ is not the motive, then in the 
case cited, it would not be necessary to make the cow go again for six steps 



ADHiKARAijrA (11): The ‘ Winnowing of the Husks’ is not 
the motive of the Potsherds. 

StJTRA (26). 

The naming (of the potsherd) after its purpose is based upon 

WHAT IS TO COME ; AS THE CONNECTION IS DUE TO THAT ; 

SPECIALLY AS IT IS FOR THAT PURPOSE THAT THE 
ARTICLE IS ENJOINED. 

Bhdsya, 

In connection with the Darsha-Purrimndsay we read—‘ Kapdli^ puro^- 
sham shrapayati ’ [‘ Bakes the cake upon potsherds *] (Taitti. Sam. 2. 3. 
6. 2);—and further on, ‘ Puroijidshalcapdlena tusdn upavapati ’ [‘ Winnows 
the husks with the Cake-potsherd [This refers to the winnowing of the 
husks of the corn which is done at the time that it is threshed, prior to- 
being made‘into dough out of which the Cake is to be made.— Tuptlkd,'] 

In regard to this, there arises the question—^What is the motive behind 
the securing of the Potsherds ?—Is it both Baking of the Cake and Winn(ywing 
of the husks ? Or the Baking alone, not the Winnowing ? 

The Purvapakpa view is that—“ There being no ground for discrimina¬ 
tion, both should be regarded as the motive.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta — T?ie naming 
of the Potsherd after its purpose, —i.e. the name ‘ Cake-potsherd *—signifies 
that which is for the purpose of the Cake [and not ‘ that in which the Cake 
has been baked ’ ; so that the meaning of the second sentence cannot be 
that ‘ the winnowing should be done with that potsherd on which the Cake 
has been baked ’ ; and it is only if the sentence meant this that the winruywing 
could be taken to be the motive in question].—“ How do you know that 
such is the signification of the name ? ”—As a matter of fact, the Cake is 
not there at the time (of the winnowing) [as it is made only after the winnow¬ 
ing and threshing of the corns and preparation of the dough]; and it is only 
if the Cake were there at the time that the naming could be based upon 
a connection (between the Cake and the Potsherd) existing at the time. 
For this same reason (of the Cake not yet having come into existence), the 
naming could not be based upon any past connection (between the Cake 
and the Potsherd), Consequently the connection between the Cake and the 
Potsherd (on which the naming is based) must be taken to be with what is- 
to come [i.e. the Cake that is going to be baked ; so that what the name ‘ Cake- 
potsherd ’ signifies is ‘ that Potsherd on which the Cake is going to be baked *]; 
and this connection with ‘ the Cake going to be baked ’ must be due to that 
which is to come ; hence the meaning of the second text must be that * the- 
husks should be winnowed with that Potsherd of which the Cake is tho 
‘ motive ’ [that is, which has been secured for the purpose of baking the 
Cake, which is to be done later on]. 
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Such being the meaning of the second text,—in a case where the material 
to be offered is Cooked Rice, and there is no Cake, if a potsherd were to be 
brought in for the winnotving of the husks, such a potsherd would not be a 

* Cake-potsherd * [as in this case there being no Cake at all, the potsherd 
could not have any sort of connection, past, present or future, with the 

* Cake *]; and in that ceise the husks should not be winnowed with such a 
potsherd [as the injunction is that the winnowing should be done with the 
Cake-potsherd ; and this name ‘ Cake-potsherd ’ has been foimd to mean 
‘ that potsherd on which the Cake is going to be baked ’ ]. 

From all this it follows that the winnowing of husks is not the motive 
behind the Potsherds ; it is the Baking that is the motive. 



Adhikarana (12): The ^ Dung ^ and the ^ Blood ^ are}not the 
‘ motive ’ for the bringing in of the Animal. 

SUTRA (27). 

The Blood and the Dung are not the ‘ motive ’ for (the bringing 
IN of) the animal ; as the animal is not killed for 

THE PURPOSE fOF SECURING THOSE THINGS]. 

Bhdsya. 

At the Jyotisfoma sacrifice there is the animal ‘ dedicated to Agni-Soma 
in connection with this animal we read—‘ Hrdayasydgre avadyati, aiha 
jihvdydh ’ First of all, he slices out a portion out of the Heart, then out 
of the Tongue ’]—and so forth (Taitti. Sam. 6. 3. 10. 4) ;—and then there 
is the text —^ Lohitam nirasyati, shakrt aamprahidhyatiy sthavimato varhiran- 
ktvd apdaydti ’ f ‘ He sets aside the blood; cuts out the dung; having 
anointed the grass with it, he sets it aside ’] (Taitti. Sam. 6. 3. 9. 2). 

In regard to this, there arises the question—What is the motive behind 
the bringing in of the Animal ? Is it the offering of the slices of the Heart 
and other limbs ? Or is it that offering, as also the cutting out of the Dung 
and the setting aside of the Blood ? 

The Purvapaksa view is that—“ In accordance with the principle enun¬ 
ciated above (under Su. 4. 1. 22)—‘ when several things are brought about 
by the same act, they should all equally be regarded as the motive of that act 
—both must be regarded as the ‘ motive 

In answer to this, w© have the following Siddhdnta—The Dung and the 
Blood are not the motive for the bringing in of the animal ; because the animal 
is not killed for that purpose. Then again, all that the second text says is that 
‘ he throws away the dung, he sets aside the blood ’ ; it says nothing as to 
this blood and the dung being that of the animal (killed for the sacrifice), or of 
some other (animal);—that the animal is killed for the purpose of being offered 
to Agni-Soma is indicated by the Syntactical Connection (of the sentence)— 
‘ On being initiated he kills the animal to be offered to Agni-Soma ’ (Taitti. 
Saih. 6. 1. 11. 6); while the fact of the Blood, and the Dung being those of that 
animal could only be indicated by Context [i.e. by the fact of the second 
text, which speaks of the Blood and the Dung, occurring in the same 
Context as the text speaking of the killing of the animal] ; and Context is 
always set aside by Syntactical Connection .—Says the Opponent—“ As a 
matter of fact, what is laid down in the second text is the Disposal of the 
Blood and the Dung ; from which it follows as a certainty that they are 
meant to be those of the animal killed for the sacrificial offering, and not 
of any other [as it is only of substances used at sacrifices that ‘ Disposal ’ 
is laid down in the scriptures] —If that is so, then it follows (all the more) 
that the Blood and the Dung do not form the ‘ motive * (of the bringing in 
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of the animal) [as no action can be prescribed merely for the purpose of 
being disposed of, and not for the purpose of being used\ 

“ What is the use of this discussion ? 

The use of the discussion lies in this that if both (offering and throSsvng 
(may of Blood and Dung) were equally the ' motive ’ for the bringing in of the 
animal, then,—^in the event of there being no blood and dung of the animal 
killed for being offered, —^another animal would have to be brought in; 
whereas if the Blood and the Dung were not a motive, then in the case cited, 
the action would be dropped fi.e. there would simply be no ‘ throwing away ^ 
of the Blood and D\mg at all]. 



Adhikarana (13): The ^ Svistakrt^ ojfering is not the motive 
for the making of the Cake. 

SUTRA (28). 


That action (Svi^takrt-offering) which has for its substance 

THE PART OF AN OBJECT [CANNOT BE THE MOTIVE FOR THE 
MAKING OF THE CaKE] ; BECAUSE, IN ITS VERY ORIGIN, 

IT IS SPOKEN OF AS RELATED TO SOMETHING 
THAT ALREADY EXISTS. 

Bhd§ya. 


In connection with the Darsha-Purimmasa, we read—‘ Uttardrdhdt- 
svlspakrte avadyati ’ [‘ Out of the outer half of the Cake he slices out a piece 
for offering to Svis^akrt ’] (Taitti. Sam. 2-6, 6, 6). 

In regard to this, there arises the question—What is the motive for the 
making of the Cake ? Is it the offering to Agni, and not the offering to 
Svispakrt ? Or is it both ? 

The Purvapaksa view is tliat—“ When several things are brought 
about by the same act, they should all equally be regarded as the motive 
of that act ” (Su. 4. 1. 22). 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta —An action like the 
one in question, which has for its svhstanc^, the part of an object, cannot be 
the ‘ motive ’ (of anything, like the Cake).—Why so ?—Because it is related 
to whcU already exists. That is to say, any act which needs only a part of a 
thing cannot be the motive for bringing in the whole of that thing; and wha^^ 
needed in the case of such acts is that the part required should be obtained 
from the thing which, in its entire form, is already there,—and not that the 
whole of that thing should be obtained.—Just as in the case of such directions 
as ‘ give him a piece of sugar-cane ‘ give him a piece of sweetmeat —the 
meaning understood is, not that an entire stick of sugar-cane is to be obtained, 
but that ‘ a piece should be obtained, for giving, out of a stick of sugar¬ 
cane already there ’, and that ‘ a slice should be obtained out of the sweet¬ 
meat already there —similarly in the case in question, what is to be done 
is that a piece should be sliced off for offering, out of the upper half of the 
thing (Cake) which has been already obtained for another purpose (i.e. 
for the offering to Agni), —^From this it follows that the Svi^toJcrt offering 
is not to be taken as the motive (for the bringing in of the Cake). 

3 
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StJTRA (29). 

[Objection]—“ Inasmuch as the said Cake has been specifically 

ASSIGNED (to AoNI), IT FOLLOWS THAT ON ACCOUNT OF THE NEED 
FOR IT ANOTHER (CaKB) SHOULD BE OBTAINED FOR THE 
SVISTAKRT-OFFERING [SO THAT THIS OFFERING 
WOULD BE THE MOTIVE FOR THE OBTAINING OF 

THE SECOND CaKEJ -IF THIS IS URGED 

[then THE ANSWER WOULD BE AS GIVEN 
IN THE FOLLOWING SCTtRaJ. 

Bhdsya. 

Says the Opponent—“ If your view is that tlie Sx}i8takrt-oKevii\^ is not 
the motive for the obtaining of any Cake at all,—then this is not right ; 
because in view of the fact that the Cake in question has been specifically 
assigned to Agni, another Cake has to be prepared, out of the ‘ upper half ’ of 
which, the offering to Svistakrt would be made. Because, as regards the 
Cake already there,—since it has been already previously assignetl to Agni^ 
the Sacrificer has no right to dispose of it; how then could ln) make an 
offering out of it to any other deity (than Agni) ?—‘ How do you know that 
it has been assigned to Agni ? ’—It is learnt from the following text— 
‘ Aiigiraso vd ita xittamdh svargam lokamdyan^ te yajnavdatii abhydyan ; 
te puroddsham kurmamhhutvd sarpantainapashyan, ta'inabrumn indrdya 
dhriyasva hrfuxspataye dhriyasva ddilydya dhriyasva^ sa nddhriyataf tmna- 
hruvan agnaye dhriyasveti, so dhriyata ; yaddgn^yo''stakapdlo mCivdsydyam 
paurnarndsyanchdchyuto bhavati ’ (Taitti. 8aih. 2. 6. 3. 2) The excellent 
Ahgirasas went from here to the Heavenly Region ; they approached the 
Sacrificial House ; they saw the Cake becoming a tortoise and running away ; 
they said to it— Hold for the sake of Indra, hold for the sake of Brhaspati, 
hold for the sake of Aditya ; the Cake did not hold (stop) ; then they said— 
Hold for the sake of Agni ; then it stopped,—^this is why the Cake baked on 
eight pans and dedicated to Agni is never omitted at the Darsha and 
Paurruimdsa sacrifices ’].—-In view of this text, this Cake can have no 
(^nnection with the Svistakrt. Such being the case, in view of the require- 
nients of the case, another Cake has got to be prepared ; because until the 
thing has been got ready, there can be no ‘ upper half ’ of it.” 

8UTRA (30). 

[Answer]— It is not so ; as the remnant (of the former 
Cake) is still there at hand. 

Bhdsya. 

What has been urged above is not right; as the remnant of the former 
Cake is still at hand. The requirements of a case can justify the obtaining 
of a thing only when the requirements cannot be met without the obtaining 
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of that thing. In the case in question the remnant of the former Cake being 
already there, it is quite possible to cut a slice out of the ‘ outer half ’ of it; 
hence there is no need for the fulfilment of which another Cake should be 
brought in ; as that same substance (Cake) which had been obtained for 
another purpose is near at hand, and out of the ‘ upper half ’ of this same Cake, 
a piece should be cut out (for being offered to Sviatdkrt). As all that is laid 
down in connection with the offering to Sviatakrt is that it should be cut out 
of ‘the upper lialf*,—nothing is said as to whether this ‘upper half’ is to be 
of this or that thing; but it is not possible to do anything with a mere ‘ upper 
half ’ (unless it is the ‘ upper half ’ of something);—every such ‘ half ’ 
therefore must be the ‘upper half’ of something;—as to what this some¬ 
thing should be, the text speaking of the ‘ upper half ’ needs sometliing which 
may be in proximity to itself;—what is in proximity in the case in question is 
the Cake that has been obtained for the other purpose (of being offered to 
Agni) ;—hence it follows that the Svistakrt-o^&vin^ should be made out of 
the Cake obtained for that other purpose ; and hence by itself, that offering 
cannot be the ‘ motive ’ for the bringing in of any other Cake. 

As regards the argument (urged by the Purvapaksin) that—[since the 
fii4t Cake will have been assigned to Agnl] the Sacrifice!* would no longer 
have any right to dispose of it and hence could not offer it (to Svistakrt) ”,— 
the answer to this is that the offer in question is of the nature of ‘ dedication ’ 
to Svistakrti and is merely verbal, intended to dispose of the rergnant (of the 
Cake), and as such, it can be done by the sacrificer (after the main offering 
has been made out of it) ; it is only the actual ‘ offering ’ or ‘ giving away 
which consists in dedication followed by the creating of the proprietary 
right of another person,—and hence cannot be done by one who has no 
right to dispose of the thing concerned. 


SUTRA (31). 

Because what is offered to Svistakrt is a consideration for 

SERVICES RENDERED. 

Bhdsya, 

We learn from the Veda that what is offered to Bvistakrt is a consideration 
for services rendered.—“ How so ? ”—There is the following text—' Dei^d vai 
svistakrtam abruvan havyan no vaha iti; so'bravU varam vrnai bhago me 
astu iti ; vrnisva iti abruvan ; so'^bravit uttardrdhddeva mahyam sakrt sakrt 
avadydt ’ [‘ The deities said to Svistakrt— Carry the sacrificial offerings to 
us ; he said— May I ask for the boon that I may have a share of the offerings ?— 
They said— Ask for it ;—he said— May the sacrificer cut out for me an offering 
out of the upper half once each time ’J.—^l^his shows that the share to wliich 
Svistakrt is entitled is by virtue of rendering a service to the Deities. The 
phrase ‘ out of the upper half ’ (in the text) is meant to be a praise of the 
offering ; under the circumstances, if it is held that the offering is to be 
cut out of the ‘ upper half ’ of the Cake dedicated to Agni, then there is this 
similarity {of the Cake dedicated to Agni) to the said ‘ share for services 
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rendered ’ that Svi^taJcrt gets the share because he carries the offering that 
hots been made to Agni [and the said share also is out of the Cake dedicated 
to Agni] ; and when there is this simileu^ity, then the Praise (contained in the 
expression ‘ out of the upper half *) becomes intelligible. On the either hand, 
if the offering to Sviatakrt were made the motive for bringing in another 
Cake, then, as there would be no similarity [between this latter and the 
‘ upper half of the Cake dedicated to Agni *], the said Praise would have no 
sense at all.—From all this it follows that the offering to Sviafahrt cannot 
be the motive (for bringing in another Cake). 

SUTRA (32). 

Also because we find indicatives to the same effect. 

Bhd^ya, ^ 

There is also a text indicative of the same conclusion—‘ Tat yai aarve- 
bhyo havirbhyah eamavadyati tasmdt idamudare viahvarupamannam aama- 
vadhxyatl ’ [‘ Because he cuts out the offering out of all offering-matei^ls, 
therefore this, in the form of universal food, becomes stored up in the 
stomach ’].—It is only if the offering (to Svietakrt) is made out of the Cake 
already near at hand, that it can be said to be cut out of ‘ all offering- 
materials •on account of all the offerings being equally at hand. If, on 
the other hand, the Sviatakrt-oftering were made the motive for bringing 
in another Cake, then the offering would be made out of only one ‘ offering* 
material ’.—For this reason, also, the offering to Svi^krt cannot be the 
motive for the bringing in of another Cake. 

The following is another text indicative of the same conclusion— 
‘ Sheadt iddm avadyati, aheadt aviatakrtam avadyati [‘ He cuts out the Ida 
out of the Renmant; he cuts out the Svistakrt-^y^ving out of the Remnant *] ; 
[where it is clear that the offering in question is to bo made out of the 
remnant left of a substance out of which an offering has already been made, 
and not out of a substance specially brought in for that purpose].—“ But this 
text may be an (independent) Injunction (having nothing to do with the offering 
we are considering).” That cannot be, we reply ; as there is no injunctive 
here, what is asserted is the bare statement of a preaent fact. 



Adhikarana (14): In connection with ^ Abkighdrana\ 
there need he no ‘ Keeping of the Remnant ’ or 
^Bringing in of another vesseV, 

StJTRA (33). 

[PtJRVAPAKSA]—“ For the purpose of the ‘ Dropping of Clarified 
Butter ’ (' Besprinkling ’), there should be a different 

VESSEL, BECAUSE OF THE REMOTENESS ; JUST AS THERE 
IS IN THE CASE OF THE AnUYAJAS.” 

Bhd^ya, 

There is the Vdjapiya sacrifice, laid down in the text—‘ Vdjapeyena 
svdrdjyakdmo yajeta ’ [‘ One desiring self-sovereignty should offer the 

Vdjapeya sacrifice’];—in connection with that same sacrifice, we read— 
‘ Saptadasha prdjdpatydn pashundlahhate, saptadasho vai prajdpatih, prajd* 
pateraptyai ’ [‘ He kills seventeen animals dedicated to Prajapati, for 
the purpose of reaching Prajapati; Prajapati is seventeenfold *] (Taitti* 
Bra. 1. 3. 4. 3-4).—That (at the Vdjapeya sacrifice) there is a combiliation 
of the ‘ animals dedicated to Prajapati ’ with the ‘ sacrificial animals ’ 
(of the Jyotistonui, which is the Archetype of the Vdjapeya) is going 
to be explained under the Sutra —‘ There is a combination of the animals 
dedicated to Prajapati, because of the direct declaration ’ (Sii. 10. 4. 6). 
—Tn connection with the original (Jyotistoma) sacrifice, which is the 
Archetype of the Vdjapeya^ there is the injunction of ‘ Besprinkling ’ in 
the text—‘ Praydjasheaerux havdnisi ahhighdrayati ’ [‘ With the Remnant 
of the Pmi/aya-offerings, he besprinkles the offering-materials ’] (Taitti. 
Bra. 1. 3. 4. 4). 

In connection with this, there arises the question—[According to the 
general law that the details of the Archetype are to be adopted at the Ectype] 
as the Besprinkling of the Fat of the Animals dedicated to IPrajapati has 
to be done at the Vdjapeya and it has to be done with ‘ the remnant of the 
Pm^/ajia-offerings ’ (as at the Archetype),—should another vessel be brought 
in for the keeping of ‘the remnant of the Prat/aja-offerings* [the Juhu^ 
vessel used at the original sacrifice being otherwise used at the Vdjapeya^ 
and with the remnant thus kept, the Fat of ‘ the Animals dedicated to 
Prajapati * is to be besprinkled ? Or, is no remnant to be kept and hence 
the Fat of the Animals dedicated to Prajapati is not to be besprinkled ? 

On this question, the Pnrvapaksa view is as follows :—“ For the purpose 
of Besprinkling, a fresh vessel should be brought in for the keeping of 
the Remnant of the Pmydja-offerings ;—because the Remnant of the 
Proj/d^'a-offerings becomes available at the Morning Extraction, while the 
killing of the animals dedicated to Praj&pati is laid down as to be done at 
the remoter time of the Midday Extraction, when the Brahma-adman is 
chanted, in the text—‘ Tan paryagnikfidn utsrjanti brahmasdmni dlahhatl ’ 
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(Taitti. Bra. 1. 3. 4. 4) [‘ When Fire has been taken round them, they 
let them go ; kills them at the chanting of the Brahma-saman ’1;—now, at 
this Midday Extraction, the JwM-vessel, in which the Remnant of the 
Pra^/d^a-offering was kept at the Morning Extraction, is otherwise engaged ;— 
hence it is necessary to bring in another vessel.—Just as at the Anuydja 
offering, a fresh vessel is brought in for the keeping of the Pj'sadujya^ in 
accordance with the text—‘ He offers the Anuydja offerirms with Praaddjya * 
(Tai. Saiii. 6. 3. 11. 6),—so should it be in the case in question also.” 

8UTRA (34). 

[Siddhanta]—In reality, there should not be (any ‘ besprinkling 
OF the Fat of the animals dedicated to Prajapati), as 

THERE IS NO VESSEL ; AND THIS ABSENCE OF VESSEL IS 
DUE TO THE FACT THAT THE REMNANT IS ONLY A 
PART (of what HAD BEEN GOT AT THE 

Prayaja). 

Bhd§ya. 

The Fat of the animals dedicated to Prajapati is not to be ‘be¬ 
sprinkled ’.—“ Why ? ”—Because (at this time) there is no Remnant at all. 
—“ Why is there no Remnant ? ”— Because there is no vessel. Wliy is 
there no vessel ? ”—Because it is only a part ; i.e. the Remuant is only a 
portion of the Clarified Butter that had been got for tlie Pm<yd;(7-offerings.— 
“ What if it is so ? ”—If it is so, then, any operation that may be laid down 
in connection with a part could not bo taken as enjoining the bringing in 
of the whole; [so that for the purpose of the ‘ besprinkling ’ to be done 
with a portion of the Remnant, it is not incumbent on the performer to 
bring in the whole of that Remnant].—Says the Opponent—It may be 
that it does not enjoin the bringing about of the whole ; but the keeping 
of what had been already brought in (in connection with the Prayaja-offerings 
in the morning) would be implied by the requirements of the case ”.—Our 
answer to this is as follows;—What we say is that, inasmuch as the 
Remnant is only a part (of what has been used), the ‘ besprinkling ’ cannot 
be taken as supplying the motive for bringing in the substance (for besprinkling 
with). The Remnant is only a part of the Clarified Butter tlrnt has been 
used at the Prayaja, and when it is used for besprinkling the offering- 
materials, it is by way of ‘ disposal ’; and the * Besprinkling * is not a fruitful 
act (i.e. an act leading to an unseen transcendental result); [and hence it is 
an act that need not be done if there is no Remnant to ‘ dispose of ’].— 
“ But we find the Accusative ending in the word ‘ havlm^i ’ (in the text 
^ Hamms I abhighdrayati'), which shows that the offering-materials (Ha vis) 
constitute the principal factor [and hence so long as the offering-materials 
are there, the act of besprinkling them has to be done].”—Not so, we reply. 
As in that case, it would be necessary to assume an unseen effect produced 
upon the offering-materials by the Besprinkling. On the other hand, if the 
Clarified Butter be taken as the principal factor [so tliat there should be 
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besprinkling only if the Butter is there], the purpose served by the 
Besprinkling is the visible one of emptying the vessel;—there is need 

that this Remnant of the Clarified Butter should not get mixed with the 
Butter for the Ajyahhdga offering,—this is the purpose of emptying the 
JuhiX,-—not that the offering-material should be besprinkled. Thus then, 
there is no need at all for the besprinkling of the Fat of the animals dedi¬ 
cated to Prajapati; why then should the Remnant be kept ? [and if no 
Remnant is to be kept, why should a fresh vessel be brought in ?]. 


SUTRA (35). 

Also because the ‘ Joint killing ’ is spoken of as a reason for 

THE ‘ BESPRINKLING ’ [THE TEXT SHOULD BE TAKEN AS 
PURELY commendatory]. 

Bhdsya . 

Because the ‘ Joint killing ' is spoken of as a reason for the ‘ besprinkling 
the statement that ‘ he kills the animals together ’ should be taken as purely 
commendatory (according to Su. 1. 2. 26-30).—Then again, we have the 
following text—‘ Tlrtham vai prdfahsavanam, yat prdtahsavane pashavn 
dlabhyante tlrthe evaitdnalahhate sayonitiHlya, atho vapdndm ahhigrt<itvdya ’ 
The Morning Extraction is a sacred place ; hence when animals are killed 
at the Morning Extraction, they are killed at a sacred place ; for the purpose 
of having a common source and also for the besprinkling of the Fat ’]• 
In this passage the besprinkling of the Fat is spoken of as done (at the 
Morning Extraction) for a totally different person ; and this indicates that 
in the case under consideration [i.o, the Midday Extraction] there is to be 
no besprinkling. 

SUTRA (36). 

Also because we find the entire negation (of Besprinkling). 

Bhdsya, 

The following text clearly indicates that there is no Besprinkling :— 

‘ Savyd vd etarhi vapd yarhl anahhighrtd, brahma vai brahmasdma^ yad 
brahmasdmni dlabhate tena asavydh term abhighrtd iti' [‘ The Fat which 
is not besprinkled is tough ; the Brahma-sdman is Brahman ; that which is 
killed at the time of the chanting of the Brahma-sdman ceases to be tough, 
being besprinkled thereby’];—here the term savya^ denotes toughness; so 
that the phrase ‘ savyd vapd ’ indicates that the Fat has not been be¬ 
sprinkled [and the latter part of the text ‘ Brahma vai^ etc."* shows that the 
softening of the Fat which, in other cases, is done by the besprinkling, is 
done, in the case of the animals dedicated to Prajapati, by their being killed 
at the time of the chanting of the Brahma-sdman ; which means that there 
is no need for Besprinkling in this case]. 
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SUTRA (37). 

[Says the Opponent]—“ When the ‘ Besprinkling ’ is actually 

THEBE, the declaration OF ‘ TOUGHNESS ’ THAT IS FOUND [MUST 
BE A mistake] ”—IF THIS IS URGED [THEN THE ANSWER IS AS 
IN THE NEXT SITTRA].—[ThE PHRASE ' ITI CHfiT‘ IF 
THIS IS URGED OF THE NEXT St^TRA HAS TO 
BE CONSTRUED WITH THIS S<TTRA—SAYS 
THE SUBODHINI.] 

Bhdaya, 

Says the Opponent—“ What has been said in the preceding Sutra is not 
right; because the declaration of ‘ totighneas ’ has been made even though the 
Besprinkling is there [and hence the declaration must he wrong\ Tn fact, for 
the Fat, there is another ‘ besprinkling ’ also, spoken of in the following 
text—‘ UpaMrndti djyam hiranyashakalam, vapd hiranyashakalam, tato'- 
bhighdrayati * (Aita. Bra. 2. 14) [‘ Spreads clarified butter ov^er the gold- 
piece; the Fat is the gold-piece, hence he besprinkles it with clarified 
butter ’]; and when there is this ‘ besprinkling \ how could the Fat be 
‘ tough * ? And yet the declaration is there. For this reason no such idea 
can be entertained as that the Fat is actually found to be ‘ tough \ 
Consequently we conclude that there must be ‘ besprinkling ’ with the 
remnant of the Fraydya-offerings ; and when this ‘ besprinkling ’ is actually 
found there, the idea that the ‘ Fat is tovigh ’ must be treated as an 
illusion,” 


SUTRA (38). 

[Answer]—The declaration of ‘ toughness ’ cannot but be taken 
AS indicative of the absence of ‘ besprinkling *. 

Bhd§ya. 

If what has been urged above means that—” inasmuch as the Be¬ 
sprinkling is actually there, the declaration of ‘ toughness ’ cannot be taken 
as rightly indicative (of the absence of ‘ Besprinkling *) ”,—then our answer 
is that it cannot but be taken as indicative (of the absence of besprinkling)^ 
—specially that ‘ besprinkling ’ which actually does the softening of the 
Fat.—” Which is that Besprinkling which does this ? ”—It is the first 
one (i.e. the one that is done when the Fat is extracted); it is the first 
one that does the softening ; not the second [i.e. that besprinkling which is 
done when the Fat is being cooked]; the second would do the softening of 
what is already softened ; and yet no softening is done of that which is already 
softened.—Just as in ordinary life, people are found to say—‘ On coming 
out of the forest, when we took the oily food in Devadatta’s house,—that 
made us cease to be rough ’—even though there may have been other oily 
foods taken ; in the same manner, on account of the absence of the ‘ be¬ 
sprinkling * which would have removed the ‘toughness*, it. is only right 
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that the Fat should be spoken of as ‘ tough It would however not 
be right, if the besprinkling were done.—From this also it follows that there 
is no besprinkling of the animals dedicated to Prajapati with the remnant 
of the Prat/d^a-offering. 

SUTRA (39). 

The declaration [of ‘ toughness *] would be justifiable, because 

IT IS THE PREDOMINANT FACTOR. 

Ehd.^ya. 

The Sutra is an answer in anticipation of the following argument of 
the Opponent—“ If on account of the absence of the first Besprinkling (i.e. 
the one which is done when the Fat is extractcsd), the statement that 
‘ the Fat is tough * cannot be right,—then since another ‘ first ’ would 
be there [the statement may be justified].—Which is that other first ?—It 
is that ‘ besprinkling ’ which is done to the Fat when it is being cooked, 
and the other ‘ besprinkling ’ is that which is done to it when it has been 
extracted.’* 

The answer to this is that the declaration of ‘ toughness ’ would be justifi¬ 
able because it is the predominant factor ; that is to say, the declaration can 
be justified only if there is absence of that Besprinkling which is done with 
the remnant of the Pmi/a/a-offering,—even though there may be a be¬ 
sprinkling of it when it is being cooked, and also when it has been extracted ; 
because that besprinkling which is done while the Fat is being cooked 
would be burnt by the heat of the Fire ; and that which is done to it when 
it is extracted is destroyed by the particles of Fire and particles of Heat; so 
that the Fat remains as ‘ tough and dry ’ as ever. The besprinkling 
with the remnant of the Prayaja-offering, however, is done to the Fat 
when it is quite cool, hence it softens it; when it has thus been softened, 
if another Besprinkling is done to it at the time of offering it, this second 
besprinkling does not soften it; and as this second besprinkling does not 
soften it, the declaration that it is ‘ tough ’ is quite right. This is whnt w’e 
have explained above. 

From all this it follows that the remnant of the Prai/dyo-offering need not 
be kept (for the besprinkling of the animals dedicated to Prajapati). 



Adhikarana (15): The ‘ Bringing in ’ is the ‘ motive ’ for 
securing the Clarified Butter with its qualifications. 

SUTRA (40). 

The ■ Bringing in ’ should be regarded as the principal (motive), 

BECAUSE WE FIND AN INDICATIVE TO THAT EFFECT. 

Bhd?ya. 

In connection with the Darsha-Purimmdsa, we read —‘ Atihdyedo 
varhih prati samdnayati juhvamaupabhrtam' [‘Having passed over the 
third Praydja called If, he should bring into the Juhu the Clarified Butter 
contained in the Upahhrt Sruva, for the purpose of performing the fourth 
Praydja., called Varhis ’]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question—Is the ‘ Bringing in ’ 
here spoken of the motive of getting the Clarified Butter along with its 
qualifications (of being held in the ladle four times) [i.e. is the Butter to 
be got in along with its qualifications, so that it may be brought in into the 
JuJiu'] ? 

The Purvapakaa view on this question is that—“ The Bringing 'in is 
not the motive of the Clarified Butter. —Why ?—Because the Clarified 
Butter that is brought in is only a part of that which is used at the Praydja 
and Anuydja^ and hence, in accordance with the foregoing Adhikarana, the 
Bringing in cannot be the motive for it.” 

The Siddhdnta is as follows :— The ‘ Bringing in ’ should be regarded as 
the principal motive, because we find an indicative to that effect. —•“ What is 
that indicative ? ”—In connection with the Atithyd Isti we read—‘ Chatur- 
grhxtani djydni bhavanti, nahyatra anuydjdn yak^yan bhavati ’ [‘ The Clarified 
Butter is taken (into the Juhu) only four times, because he is not going to 
perform the Anuydja sacrifices ’] [The Clarified Butter taken out with the 
Sruva four times, is called the ‘ Chaturgrhita-djya ’J.—Now if the Bringing in of 
the Ajya were for the Praydjas, then one Ghaturgrhlta-djya would be for those, 
one would go into the Anuydjas, and the third to the Atithya-Idd ; [in this 
manner, the plural number in ‘ djydni ’ would be justified] ; but when there 
are no Anuydjas to be performed [as the text says—‘ one is not going to perform 
the Anuydja sacrifices ’], one Ghaturgrhlta-djya would have to be got into the 
Uprabhrt for being ‘ brought in * (for the Far/^i-sacrifice),—-not for the 
Anuydjas (which are not going to bo performed) ;—as it is only thus that the 
plural number in ‘ djydni ’ would become justified ; as otherwise, as there 
are no Anuydjas going to be performed, if no Ghaturgrhdta-djya were got 
into the Upahhrt, there would be no justification for the plural number in 
the phrase ‘ Ghaturgrhltdni djydni —From all this it follows that the 
Bringing in does form the motive (of the getting in of the Clarified Butter). 

Says the Opponent*—“ Wlyit you have shown us is a mere indicative ; 
what is the authority [for regarding the Bringing in as the motive] ? ” 



ADHYIYA IV, PADA I, ADHIKARANA (15). 749 

Answer —We have seen that the purpose served by the Clarified Butter 
is that the two Praydjas are to be performed ; so that what woi^ld be needed 
would be that the Clarified Butter should be brought into the Juhu, not that 
the Upabhrt should be emptied (of the Clarified Butter by this latter being 
brought into the Juhu). Becavise the emptying of the Upabhrt^ if done, 
could bo regarded only as serving an imseen (transcendental) purpose, 
whereas the bringing in of the Clarified Butter into the Juhu serves the visible 
purpose (of using the Butter in the offerings). Hence what prompts the 
getting in of Clarified Butter into the Upabhrt is the Bringing in of that 
Butter (from the Upabhrt) into the Juhu for the purpose of being offered 
at the (Fourth) Praydja (called ‘ Varhis *), and it is going to be shown (in the 
next Adhikararyx) later on that the said bringing in of the Butter from the 
Upabhrt into the Juhu serves "the purpose of the Praydja as well as the 
Anuydja, 

SUTRA (41). 

Tf the text ‘ ChATURGRHITANI AJYANI ’ WERE TAKEN AS AN InJUNC« 

TION, THEN THE STATEMENT OF THE REASON [‘ BECAUSE HE 
IS NOT CmiNG TO PERFORM THE AnUYAJAS '] WOULD 
BE MEANINGLESS. 

Bhdsya. 

Says the Opponent—“ Why cannot the sentence ‘ Chaturgrhitdni djydni 
be taken as an Injunction ? ” 

Our answer to this is as follows :—If the sentence were an Injunction, 
then the statement of the rco^ron-—contained in the sentence ‘ Because he 
is not going to perform the Anuydjas* would become meaningless. As a 
matter of fact, the sentence could be taken as an Injunction only when it 
is understood that the ‘ Bringing in ’ is not for the purpose of the Praydjas^ 
—and when the sentence is an Injunction, then the non-performance of the 
Anuydjas could not be taken as a reason (as an Injunction does not require 
the statement of a reason) ;—and if there can be no reason, then there is no 
sense in the statement ‘ Because he is not going to perform the Anuydjas 
which is clearly a ratiocinative declaration. —From all this it follows that 
the ‘ Bringing in ’ of the Clarified Butter contained in the Upabhrta into the 
Juhu, for the purpose of the Praydja offerings, prompts (and is the motive 
for) the getting of Clarified Butter in the Upabhrt. 

“ What is the purpose served by tliis discussion ? ” 

Answer —Tf the ‘ Bringing in ’ is for the purpose of the Praydja offerings, 
all that Butter should be brought (in to the Juhu) which would be needed 
for the Praydja offerings—i.e. half of what is contained in the Ujyabhrl ; 
on the other hand, if the said Bringing in were not the motive of getting 
the Butter into the Upabhrt, then it would not be necessary to bring in 
either exactly half of what is contained in the Upabhrt, or as much as would 
be required for the Praydjas. 



Adhikabana (16): The Clarified Butter contained in the 
Upabhri is used at the Praydjas as well as at the 
Anuydjas,—while that contained in the Juhu is 
used at the Praydjas only. 

SUTRA (42). 

fPORVAPAK^A]—“ The Obiginati^ Injunction (not eefebbing to 

ANY PABTICULAB ACTION),—THEBE SHOULD BE NO DIFFEBENTIATION.” 

Bhd^ya. 

In connection with the Daraha-Purriamdaa w© read—‘ Chaturjuhvdm 
yrhndti, aa^au upabhrti grhndti ’ f* He pours it into the Juhu four times, he 
pours it into the Upahhrt eight times’] (Taitti. Bra. 3. 3. 6. 4-5). 

In regard to this, there arises the question—Are the Clarified Butter 
poured into the Juhu and the Clarified Butter poured into the Upabhrti 
both used at both,—i.e. at the Praydjas as well as at the Anuydjas ? Or 
that poured into the Juhu is to be used at the Praydjas and that poured 
into the Upahhrt is to be used at the Anuydjas ? Or that the Upahhrt 
is to be used at both—the Praydjas as well as the Anuydjas ? 

The Purvapakaa view is that—“ Both are used at both.—Why ?— 
Because whatever can be done with Clarified Butter should be done at 
every sacrifice, as there can be no differentiation.” 


SOTRA (43). 

[Siddhanta]— Of the two, that contained in the Juhu is clearly 
PRECLUDED FROM THE AnUYAJAS. 

Bhdsya. 

It is not correct to say that ” both are to be used at both ” ; because 
the Clarified Butter contained in the Juhu is to be used at the Praydjas^ 
and that contained in the Upahhrt is to be used at both.—Why so ? ”— 
Because there is the text—‘ Yat jvhvdm grhndti rtubhyaatat grhndti, rtavo 
vai praydjdh^ [‘What he pours into the Juhd, he pours for the Seasons; 
verily the Praydjas are the Seasons*]; and here we find that the text, speak¬ 
ing as it does of the Clarified Butter contained in the Juhu, mentions the 
Praydjas only with a view to preclude the Anuydjas (from the said Butter). 

Says the Opponent—“ As a matter of fact, we do not find in the text 
anything to indicate the preclusion of the Anuydjas ; all that the sentence 
—‘ What he pours into the Juhu, he pours for the Praydjas * (Sha. Br5. 1, 3. 
2, 8)—lays down is that jbhe Clarified Butter in the Juhd is to be used at the 
Praydjas, and it has not the power to preclude the Anuydjas.^' , 
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Our answer to this is as follows;—We do not say that the sentence 
is preclusive (prohibitive); what we mean is that, while the originative 
injunction of the Clarified Butter says nothing regarding its connection 
with any purpose or use,—the text quoted vinder this Sutra Ydt juhvdm 
gfhndtif etc.’] clearly shows that the said Clarified Butter in the Juhu is for 
the purpose of the Praydjas ; and the conclusion that it is not to be used at 
the Anuydjas is deduced from the absence of any text mentioning its con¬ 
nection with these Anuydjas ; this is what we mean when we say that the 
sentence quoted serves the purpose of precluding the Anti/yajas. 

SUTRA (44). 

[Objection]—The case with the Clarified Butter contained 

IN THE UpABHRT ALSO SHOULD BE SIMILAR —IF THLS IS URGED, 
THEN [the ANSWER SHALL BE AS IN THE FOLLOWING 
StlTRA]. 

Bhdsya. 

Says the Opponent—“ Tf your view is that the Clarified Butter in the 
Juhu is precluded from being used at the Anuydjas^ while that contained in 
the Upabhrt is to be used at both (the Praydjas as well as the Anuydjas)^ — 
then what we say is that it may be concluded that the Clarified Butter in 
the Juhu is to be used at the Praydjas only,—but it cannot be concluded 
that the Clarified Butter contained in the Upabhrt may be used at both 
(Praydjas as well as Anuydjas) ; in fact Hhis latter also should be similar ; 
i.e. it should be like the Clarified Butter contained in the Juhu ; [i.e. it should 
be used at the Anuydjas only],—How so ?—Because in the following text, 
the Clarified Butter contained in the Upabhrt is clearly spoken of as to be 
used at the Anuydjas only—‘ Yat upabhrti grhndti anuydjebhyastdt grhnMiy 
chhanddrhsi hi anuydjdh ’ [‘ What ho pours into the Upabhrt he pours 
for the Anuydjasy because the Anuydjas are the Metres ’] (Shatapatha Bra. 
1. 3, 2. 9); here it is clearly stated that the Clarified Butter contained in 
the Upabhrt is to be used at the Anuydjas only.” 


SUTRA (45). 

[Ans\^er]—Inasmuch as [the Clarified Butter in] the JuHtJ 
HAS BEEN precluded (FROM THE AnUYAJAS), THE TEXT 
QUOTED (in the LAST SCtRA) SHOULD BE TAKEN 
AS A BARE STATEMENT OF FACT. 

Bhd§ya. 

It is not as has been explained by the Opponent. As a matter of fact 
the Clarified Butter in the Upabhrt is to be used at both (Anuydjas as well 
as Praydjas) ; because we have the following text—‘ Yadastdvupabhrti 
grhndti praydjdnuydj^bkyaatat gfhtjkdti ’ [‘ The Clarified Butter that he 
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pours into the Upahhrt eight times is poured for the Praydjas and the 
Anuydjds^^ (Sha. Bra. 1. 3. 2. 9).—“But we have already explained that 
the text ‘ he pours it for the Anuydjaa * distinctly shows that the Clarified 
Butter in the Upahhrt is to be used at the Anuydjaa only.*’—Our answer 
to this is as follows :— Inasmuch as the Clarified Butter in the Juhu has 
been precluded from the Anuydjasy the text quoted (by the Opponent) should 
be taken as a bare statement of fact* That is to say, on account of the possibi¬ 
lity of both—the Clarified Butter in the Juhu and the Clarified Butter in the 
Upahhrt —being used at both (the Praydjas as well as the Anuydjas), that 
contained in the Juhii has been precluded from the Anuydjas (by the text 
quoted imder Su. 43);—not so the Clarified Butter contained in the 
Upahhrt ; so that while the fact of the Clarified Butter in the Upahhrt being 
used at both Praydjas and Anuydjas is duly recognised, the assertion (in 
the text quoted by the Opponent under Su. 44) to the effect that the said 
Butter is to be used at the Anuydjas may be taken as a bare statement of 
a recognised fact; and it cannot be taken as precluding the Butter in tht^ 
Upahhrt from being used at the Praydjas, as its use at the Praydjas is laid 
down in a Vedic text (viz.—‘ Clarified Butter that one pours into Upahhrt 
eight times, is poured/or the Praydjas and the Anuydjas "*)*—From all this, 
it follows that the Clarified Butter in the Upahhrt should be used at both— 
the Praydjas as well as the Anuydjaa, 

Further, it has been laid down (in the text dealt with under Sutras 
40, et seq.) that the Clarified Butter is to be brought from the Upahhrt into 
the Juhu [and what is contained in the Juhu is used at the Praydjas ]; 
hence for this reason also, the fact of the Clarified Butter contained in the 
Upahhrt being used at the Praydfas cannot be denied. 



Adhikarana (17): What is meant by the Clarified Butter 
being poured into the Upabhrt ‘ eight times ’ is that it 
should he poured ^ four times ’ twice over, and not 
‘ eight times ’ all at once. 

SUTRA (46). 

[POrvapaksa continued}—' It .should be eight in number ; a.s 
SUCH IS THE Direct Assertion.” 

Bhdsya. 

We have the text— Astdvupahhrti grhndti^ ['He pours Clarified Butter 
into the Upabhrt eight times’] (Taitti. Bra. 3. 3. 5. 5). 

In regard to this, there arises the question—Is it meant that the 
Clarified Butter in the Upabhrt is embellished by the eight pourings, all 
at once ? Or is the number ‘ four ’ a qualification for the two pourings 
[i.e. the Pouring is done twice, and four times each time] ? 

^Vlx^Purvapakaa view on this question is as follows :—“ The number 
qualify!^ the Poiuing is ‘eight’,—and not the number ‘ Four ’ twice over.” 
—Why so ?— Because such is the Direct Assertion ; that is, what is directly 
asserted in the text is the number ‘ eight ’, and the number ‘ Four ’ is only 
indicated by the number eight ; and when there is conflict between Direct 
Assertion and Indication^ it is the Direct Assertion that is to be accepted.— 
From this it follows that the Pouring into the Upabhrt is to be eight in 
number. 

HOTRA (47). 

[P0RVAPAKSA concluded] —‘'Also because of the benefit con¬ 
ferred UPON THE Clarified Butter contained 
IN the JuHil.” 


“ There is the following text which speaks of benefits conferred— 
‘ Chaturgj'hltam vd Stadubhut tasya dghdramdghdrya triratah prdchinam 
praydjdn yajati saindnayate cJuiturgrhltatvdya ^ [‘It became poured four 
times ; pouring libations of that, he offers out of it three Praydjas towards 
the east; then the two are brought together, for the purpose of making 
it Chaturgrhita (poured four times)’].—Now the question arises—In what 
manner would it be helped to become poured four times (Chaturgrhitam) ?— 
Does it become Chaturgrhita by being brought together ? We say. No. In 
fact, from the very first, the Clarified Butter in the Juhu has been 
Chaturgrhita ; even what remains after the pouring of the libations, is one 
the number of whose pouring in had been four. —‘ Wliat then is the meaning 
of for the purpose of making it Chaturyrhlta ? * It means that what is done 
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is for conferring some benefit on what is already Chaturgfhlta ; the sense is 
that the Chaturgrklta (what has been poiired four times) is small in qxiantity, 
€wid hence not sufficient for the offering of oblations, and it is necessary to make 
it sufficient for that purpose [this is the ‘benefit to be conferred upon it’].— 
Thus then the term ‘ Chaturgrklta ’ indicates small quantity ; and a quantity 
is ‘ small ’ or ‘ large * only in comparison with something. If the Clarified 
Butter contained in the Upabhrt consists of eight pourings, then Chatur^ 
grhita (poured in four times) is certainly ‘ small ’ in quantity; and hence 
the term ‘ Chaturgrklta ’ can be taken as indicating smallness of quantity, — 
For this reason also, we conclude that in the case of the Clarified Butter in 
the Upabhrty the qualification consists of the number ‘ eight ’ [as then alone 
can the ‘ Chaturgrklta ’ in the Juhu be taken as standing for srruill quantity 
and hence standing in heed of augmentation].” 

SUTRA (48). 

[SiddhInta]—In reality, there are two ‘ four-pourings ’ 

(‘ChaturgrhIta ’) ; it is only thus that the statement 

OF REASON has JUSTIFICATION ; AS FOR THE DIRECT 

Assertion (of ‘ eight ’), that refers to 

THE ‘ BRINGING TOGETHER ’ OF THE TWO. 

Bkdsya. 

The particle ^ tu\ ‘in reality ’, sets aside the Purvapaksa, 

In reality, there are two ‘ four-pourings ’ ; it is only thus that the state¬ 
ment of reason in connection with the Atithya Isti becomes justified ; this 
statement occiuring in the text—‘ Chaturgrhltdni djydni bhavantiy 'txahyatra 
anuydjdn yak^j^n bhavati ’ [‘ The Clarified Butter is to be got in four- 
pourings, because one is not going to offer the Anuydjas^] (Taitti, Sam. 5. 1. 
1. 1).—If the number ‘ eight ’ were the qualification of the ‘ Clarified Butter ’ 
in the Upabhrt^ then there would have to be ‘ eight pourings ’ in connection 
with the Clarified Butter in the Upabhrt, even when there would be no 
Anuydjas to be offered [while the text quoted lays down that there are to 
be only four pourings in a case where the Anuydjas are not going to bo 
performed]; so that, there could not be two ‘ four-pourings ’; with the 
result that the plural number in the phrase ‘ Chaturgrhltdni djydni ’ would 
cease to be justified.—From this it follows that there should be two ‘ four- 
pourings 

Says the Opponent—“ You have put forward an indirectly indicative 
text; please put forward some direct evidence.” 

This direct evidence we set forth as follows :—There is an isolated 
text—‘ ChaturgrhUam juhoti ’ [‘ Offers an oblation of what has been poured 
four times ’],—^which is applicable to all Homa-ofPerings [since the text is 
not ^und in the ‘ Context ’ of any particular Homa]; and hence even at 
the Praydja and Anuydja offerings, the ‘ four-poured * Butter could not 
be set aside by the ‘ eight-poured ’ one; as their spheres of application 
would be different,—the ‘ eight-poured ’ Butter being applicable to the 
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Pouring and the ‘ four-poured * Butter to the Homa-offering; so that it is 
quite possible that while the ‘ eight-poured Butter ’ is used in the Pourings 
the ‘ four-poured Butter ’ is used in the Homa-offering; [and as there would 
be no incompatibility between the two, the ‘ eight-poured * one need not 
set aside the ‘ four-poured ’ one]. Under these circumstances, as the 
number ‘ eight ’ would be applicable to the Pouring, how could the * eight- 
poured ' Butter supply the two ‘ four-poured * ones that are required for 
the Homa-offering ? From all this it follows that there should be ttix> * four- 
poured ’ ones which are poured when the ‘ eight-poured ’ one is being poured ; 
beoatise no one can bring up two ‘ four-poured ’ ones imless he actually 
pours an ‘ eight-poured ’ one.—^Hence the conclusion is that there are two 
‘ four-poured ’ ones. 

As regards the argument that^—“ The eight-poured one is directly asserted 
and what is Direct Assertion is more authoritative than indirect Indication ”, 
—our answer to this is as follows :—^We have also explained the use of the 
number ‘ eight —the use being tliat, until there are eight pourings, (a) 
how could there be two ‘ four-poured ’ ones ?—(6) how too would it be 
possible to combine the two ‘ four-poured ’ ones into the Upabhrt, according 
to the text ‘ In the Upabhrt one pours eight times ’ ?—Otherwise, if the 
term ‘ eight ’ were not there (to express the number eight), it would be 
possible to hold the two ‘ four-poured * ones in different vessels. For these 
reasons (eVen according to our view), there is no incongruity involved in 
the presence of the word ‘ eight ’ ; in fact it is only right, as there are two 
‘ four-poured ’ ones in the Upabhrt (and thus the number ‘ eight ’ is made 
up by the two being contained in the same vessel). 

The purpose served by all this discussion is as follows :—When there 
are two ‘ four-poured ’ ones,—^if one has to bring in (a four-poured Butter), 
it will be possible for him to bring in just half of what is contained in the 
Upabhrt ; while if there were only one ‘ eight-poured * Butter, in taking out of 
it, there could be no certainty that only just half has been taken out;—also 
in a case where there is no pouring for the purpose of the Anuyaja-o^enngs^ 
the Butter in the Upabhrt would have to be an ‘ eight-poured * one, accord¬ 
ing to the Purvapaksa, —while according to the SiddhdrUa, there would 
have to be only a ‘ four-poured ’ Butter in the UpabhH, at the Chalurmdsya 
sacrifices [where there are no Anuyaja-o^erin^s^ 


End of Pdda i of Adhydya IV, 
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ADHYAYA IV. 

PADA II. 

Adhikabana (1): The ^Svaru’ {piece of wood) is not the 
‘ motive ’ for the ‘ Clipping ’ of the wood. 

SUTRA (1). 

[P^RVAPAK§A continued] —‘‘ The ‘ Svaru ’ cannot be reuarded as 

A PRODUCT OF THE SAME OPERATION (AS THE PoST) ; BECAUSE 
IT HAS BEEN ENJOINED BY ITS OWN INJUNCTION.” 

Bhdsya. 

At the Jyotistoma, there is an animal dedicated to Agni^Soma, spoken of 
in the text—‘ On being initiated, he kills* the animal dedicated to Agni- 
Soma* (Taitti. Sam. 6. 1. 11. 6); in connection with the killing of this 
animal, it is laid down—‘ He tethers the aidmal to the Post made of Khadira 
wood; he tethers it to the Post made of Palasha wood; he tethers it to the 
Post made of Rohita wood * ;—and in close proximity to this last text, we 
read—‘ With the Svaru, he anoints the animal —‘ makes the Svaru of 
the Post 

In regard to this, there arises the following question:—Should the 
Svaru be made apart from the Post ? Or should that piece of wood be taken 
as Svaru which comes out of the block of wood when the Post is being hewn 
out ?—In connection with this question, what we have got to determine is 
—^Is, or is not, the Svaru the ‘ motive * for the doing of such acts as the 
‘ Chopping ’ (of the wood) ? If it is the ‘ motive ’ of those acts, then it 
should be made apart from the Post; if it is not the motive of those acts, 
then that piece of wood will have to be taken as Svaru which comes out of 
the block of wood while the Post is being hewn out.—“How could we 
determine whether or not the Svaru is the ‘ motive ’ ? ”—If the texts bearing 
on the subject were construed to mean that ‘ the article named Svaru is 
brought into existence,—^how ?—^by a process consisting of such acts as 
‘ selecting (the tree to be cut) ’ and the rest,—and if the article thus brought 
into existence were used as ‘ Svaru ’ at the time of anointing the animal 
in accordance with the injunction ‘ one should anoint the animal with the 
Svaru \ —then, in that case, the Svaru would have to be regarded as the 
‘ motive ’ of all the acts of ‘ chopping ’ the wood and the rest. On the other 
hand, if it is not known what is the article spoken of as ‘ Svaru ’ in the text 
‘ anoints the animal with the Svaru ’,—all that is known about it is that 
the anointing is to be done with it,—Whence, in accordance with the text 
‘ makes the Svaru out of the Post ’, the Performer uses a chip of the Post 
itself in the anointing, —then, in that case, the Svaru is not the ‘ motive * 
of the acts of ‘ chopping ’ and the rest. 
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On this point, we have the following Purva'pdksa :—“ The Svaru cannot 
be regarded as the product of the same operation as the Post, because it has 
been enjoined by its own injunction. That is to say, the Svaru cannot be 
regarded as a bye-product of the same operation which brings into existence 
the Post,—the Svaru has to be brought into existence, quite independently 
of the Post, by the process of ‘ selecting (the tree to be cut) ’ and the rest; 
why so ?— because it has been enjoined by its own injunction ; that is, the sentence 
that enjoins it—‘ He makes the Svaru ’—is an independent injunction by itself. 
—Such being the case, what the text—‘ Yupasya svarum karoti ‘ makes the 
Svaru of the Post ’ [which appears to mean that the Svaru is a chip of the Post 
itself]—means is that ‘ the Svaru is made out of the same log of wood out 
of which the Post has been made —the term ‘ Post' being taken as indirectly 
indicating the block of Khadira or other tree (out of which the wood for the Post 
heis been obtained).—Why should it be taken thus ?—Because it is the Direct 
Assertion of the Veda, ‘ svarum karoti \ ‘ makes the Svaru ’—which lays 
down the bringing into existence of the Svaru, and it means that ‘ one 
produces (or makes) the Svaru ’;—while the idea that ‘ it is a chip of the 
Post itself that is to be used as the Svaru^ is obtained only through the 
Syntactical Connection [of the word ‘ yupasya ' in the sentence ‘ yupasya 
svarum karoti \ ‘ makes the Svaru of the Post ’J;—-and Direct Assertion is 
more authoritative than Syntactical Connection, —^Under the circumstances, 
it is not necessary that the Svaru must be made of a chip of the piece of wood 
out of which the Post has been hewn out; it may bo made, independently 
by itself, even out of a different tree altogether.” 


SUTRA (2). 

[PCrvapaki^a concluded] —“ Also because the Veda itself suggests 

THE LIKELIHOOD OF ITS BEING MADE OUT OF WOOD OF A 
DIFFERENT SPECIES.’' 

Bhdsya, 

“ From the following reason also, it follows that the Svaru should be 
made independently of the Post—^How ?—There is likelihood (suggested) 
of the Svaru being made of wood of a different species, —i.e. out of a different 
tree altogether.—How so ?—There is the following text—‘ Na anyasya 
svarum kurydt, yadi anyasya vrk^asya svarum kurydt anyVsya lokamanvdro^ 
heyuh, yupasya svarum karoti * r‘ One should not make the Svaru of another 
wood ; if one makes the Svaru out of another tree, other people would ascend 
to his regions; he should make the Svaru out of the same wood as the Post ’]. 
—If the Svaru were always to be that chip which comes out of the log of wood 
out of which the Post is being hewn out,—then there could be no likelihood 
of its being made out of another tree; as in every case, a chip of the Post 
would be used as the Svaru, Thus from the text quoted it is clear that the 
Svaru should be made entirely apart from the Post.” 
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SOTRA (3). 

[SiDDHANTA]—fact, the ‘ SvABU ’ IS A PART OF THE PoST ITSELF ; 
AS THE VBBY CHARACTER OF THE ‘ SvABU ’ IS BASED ON ITS 
BEING THAT. 


The particle ^ vd\ ‘in fact \ sets aside the Purvapakaa, 

For purposes of the Svaru that chip should be taken up which comes 
^out of the log of wood when the Post is being hewn out of it.—Why so ?— 
Because there is the following text—‘ Yadi anyasya vfksaaya svarmn kurydt 
anyl'^aya lokamanvdroheyuh, yupaaya avarum karoti ’ [‘If one makes the 
Svaru out of another tree, other people would ascend to his region ; he 
makes the Svaru out of the Post —In this sentence, it is not enjoined 
that ‘ one produces the Svaru \ all that is laid down is that ‘ what one 
takes up to use as a Svaru should be taken out of the Post —“ How 
so?”—Because the very character of ''Svaru'* ia baaed upon ita being that 
(i.e. part of the Post);—the character of the Svaru has been asserted, in 
reference to the Svaru, in the text 'yupaaya avarum karoti' (‘makes the 
Svaru of the Post *]; which supplies the answer to the question ‘ whose own 
should the Svaru be ? —and the answer is that it is to be ‘ of the Post ’ ; and 
one thing is said td be the ‘ own * of a composite thing only when it is a 
part of it; it is for this reason that the Genitive ending in ‘ yupaaya ’ of 
the Poat ’) is taken in the sense of the Ablative,—the Post being an inanimate 
thing ; just as the expression ‘ ahdkaaya dehi ’ is construed as ‘ shdkdd dehi ’ ; 
in some cases the Genitive is taken in the sense of the Instrumental, when, 
for instance, the expression ‘ ghrtaaya yajati' is construed as ‘ ghrtena yajati ’; 
also in the sense of the Ablative, ‘ ghrtaaya yajati ’ being construed as ‘ ghrtdd 
yajati ’ ;—also in the sense of the Objective,—‘ aomaaya pibati' being taken 
as ‘ aomam pibcUi \ or even as ‘ aomdt pibati ’ (in the Ablative). [Under 
Bhdaya on 4. 4. 25, Shabara explains ‘ yupaaya avarum karoti' as ‘ yupam 
avarumantam kurydt ’, ‘ one should make the Post equipped with Svaru ’.] 
Says the Opponent—“ We have already explained that the fact of the 
Sxxiru being a chip of the Post is indicated by Syntactical Connection, while 
it is directly aaaerted that the Svaru has to be made ; and Direct Aaaertion is 
more authoritative than Syntactical Connection^ 

Answer —True ; but in that case, the word ‘ yupaaya ’ will have to be 
taken as not meant, to be significant (i.e. as having no significance at all); 
so that the Purvapakaa view would involve the rejection of the direct 
connotation of a word, as also that of Syntactical Connection, In our view on 
the other hand, there is nothing that is to be regarded as having no 
significance. In fact the phrase 'avarum karoti' (‘makes the Svaru') 
would be a reiteration for its own sake, of the injunction of securing the 
‘ chip of the Post ’ ; and as for the word ‘ Svaru ', the fact of its serving the 
purpose of anointing (the Animal) points to its indicating the chip of the 
Poat ; the etymology Of the term ‘ Svaru' also points to the same fact; for 
instance, there is a Br&hmana-text^—‘ Atha kaamdt avarumdnwL : Staamdt 
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vai§o ^vachchhidycU^p taeyaitat evamiva arurbhavati; taamat avarurndma * [‘Why 
is this named Svaru ? Because it is cut out of the Post, and e^s such 
becomes, as if it were, its otvn, ‘ svaru *, vital part, ‘ aruh * ; that is why it 
is named Svaru ’] (Shatapatha BrS.. 3. 7. 1. 24). 

SOTRA (4). 

Also BBOAtrsB rr is dieeotly spokbn of as a ‘ chip 
Bhd^ya. 

For the following reason also that chip has to be used as Svaru which 
drops down when the Post is being hewn out.—“ What reason ? ”— Because 
it is directly spoken of as a ^ chip ’ ; as a matter of fact, in the following text, 
the Svaru is directly spoken of as a ‘ chip ’—‘ Yah prathamah shakalah 
pardpatet sa svaruh kdryah ’ [‘ The first chip that falls down should be made 
the Svaru The ‘ chip * is only a part of a whole ; and what is only a 
part cannot bo the ‘ motive ’ of any act; because it is denoted by a relative 
term, and is used as such, being always meant to be in relation to the whole 
(of which it is a part); on the authority of Context, the chip is taken as 
connected with the Kkadira and other wood which have been brought in 
for another purpose (i.e. for the making of the Post), which has been equipped 
with the effects of such operations as ‘ selecting ’ and the rest, thus serving 
a useful purpose in connection with the sacrifice ; the entire text thus reading 
as—‘ Yupdya khadirddi josayate, chhinatti, tak§ati cha : tatra yah shakalah 
prathamah parapatltastam cha svarumahjandrtham korotV [‘For the purpose 
of making the Post, he selects the Khadira or other wood, chops it, and 
pares it, the first chip tliat happens to fall, of that he makes the Svaru for the 
purpose of anointing’ll the term "" svarum' being used here only reitera- 
tively.—From all this it follows that it is not right that the Svaru should 
be taken as made separately by itself, simply on the ground that a likeli¬ 
hood has been indicated of its being made out of a different tree (wood) alto¬ 
gether. Hence the passage that speaks of the likelihood of the Svaru being 
made of a different wood should be taken as stating a bare fact, for the 
piu*pose of eulogising the chip of the Post, 


SUTRA (5). 

Also because we find a ‘ Svaru ’ in connection with each Post. 

Bhd§ya. 

For the following reason also the Svaru is not to be made separately 
from the Post.—“ What reeison ? ”—Because in connection with the Ekdda- 
shint sacrifice we find a Svaru in connection with each Post, For instance, 
we find a plurality of Svarus spoken of in the following text—‘ Anupurvarn 
svaruhhih pashun samajya madhyame rashandgu^B sv^ sve svam svam 
ydpashakalam upaguhati * [‘ Having anointed the animals, one after the 
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other, with Svanis, he hides each chip of the Post within the knot of the 
rope tied round the Post of which that chip has been a part If the Sva/ru 
were something made independently of the Post, then a single Svaru would 
serve in common the purposes (of anointing all the eleven animals) at the 
Ekddashinl sacrifice [and there would be no need for having several 8varus). 
On the other hand if the Svaru used is that which comes into existence 
during the hewing out of the Post, then the anointing of the animal shall 
be done with the Svaru which is the chip of the Post to which that animal 
is tethered ; and this having been done at the Primary Sacrifice, by the general 
law (by which the details of the Primary Archetype are borrowed by the 
Ectype) the Svaru used at the Ekddaahinl sacrifice also would be the chip 
of that same Post to which the animal to be anointed by that Svaru is 
tethered ; and thus (there being eleven animals) there would be a plurality 
of Posts and hence of Svarus also. That each Svaru will be in the form of 
the chip of the Post we deduce from what has been done at the Primary 
Sacrifice, the idea being that at the Ectype the Svaru should be of the same 
kind as the one that has been used at the Primary Archetype.—From all this 
it follows that the Svaru is not the ‘ motive ’ for any operations for its own 
production. 

SUTRA (6). 

The wobd ‘ karoti * (‘ makes ’) is used in the sense of 

' TAKING UP 

Bhd§ya, 

Ab regards the argument that ** the producing (making) of the Svaru is 
directly asserted by the text ‘ Svarum karoti ’ (‘ makes the Svaru ’), and it 
is only in this sense of producing that the use of the word ‘ karoti ’ can be 
justified , our answer is as follows :—In the sentence quoted, the word 
karoti should be taken as standing for ‘ takes up the expression 
Svarum karoti ’ meaning ‘ he takes up the Svaru ’; just as in the expressions 
Kdathdni karoti^ and *^Qomaydni karoti \ the word '‘karoti’' stands for 
takes up \ —so would it do in the case in question. 


[Next there follows in the Bhdsya a shorter commentary, on the same 
lines as before, on each of the Sutras 1-6 of this Adhikarai^. The Tantra^ 
rcUna remarks—‘ The author of the Bhdsya has added this second explanation 
of the Adhikarana only as a briefer risume of the detailed explanation that 
has gone before ’.] 

SOTRA (I). 

(Translation as before.) 

Bhdsya. 

At the JyoUptoma^ there is the animal dedicated to AgnuSoma; in 
connection with which we read—‘ Svaru^ pashimianakti * {‘ Anoints the 
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animal with the 8va/ru'\ —^In regard to this, there arises the question— 
Does the Svaru prompt all the operations tending to bring it into existence ? 
Or is it to be used in the form of what is obtained in the wake of the 
making of the Post ?—^The Purvapakaa view is that—“ The Svam^ is not 
the product of that same operation which produces the Post,—^i.e. it prompts 
distinct operations tending to bring it into existence ;—^why ?—^because it 
has a distinct injunction of its own, in the form of the text ‘ Svamm karoti ’ 
[‘ He makes the Svaru ’], which means that ‘ he brings the Svaru into 
existence Such being the case, the coining into existence of the Svaru 
is what is enjoined by the Vedic text; hence one and the same operation 
cannot be regarded as bringing into existence the Post as well ets the 
Svaru.” 

SUTRA (2). 

(Translation as above.) 

Bhd^ya. 

“ If that piece of wood were used as Svaru which comes in as a bye- 
product of the operations bringing about the Post, then there would be no 
justification for suggesting the likelihood of its being made of a different 
tree; and yet we find such a suggestion in the text—‘ Yadi any say a, etc.’ 
(‘If he makes the Svaru out of a different tree, etc. etc.’). From this also 
we deduce that the Svaru does prompt the operations tending to bring it 
into existence.” 

8UTRA (3). 

SiDDHANTA—(as above). 

Bhdsya. 

The Svaru used must be that which is a bye-product of the operations 
bringing about the Post; because the Svaru is a part of the Post 
as is indicated by the Genitive ending in the sentence ‘ Yupasya svaru/m 
karoti ’. If the cutting of the tree were meant for both (Post and Svaru), 
then there would be no relationship between them ; in which case there would 
be no justification for the use of the Genitive ending;—and yet we actually 
find the Genitive ending ; from this it follows that the Svaru is only a chip 
of the Post, —i.e. a part of the Post,—and the meaning of the injunction 
‘ Svarum karoti ’ is that ‘ one should take up a part of the Post, which is 
called Svaru ’, just as we have the term ‘ slice of the Cake ’. 

SUTRA (4). 

(As above.) 

Bhdsya. 

We also find the Svaru spoken of as a ‘ chip ’ in the text—‘ The first 
chip that falls should be made the Svaru \ And what are mere parts do not 
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prompt 6my operations; for instance, when we find only a part spoken of, 
we find no such injunction as that ‘ the whole should be brought about * ; 
it is the part of an already existing whole that is taken up. For all this 
reason also the Svaru cannot be the ‘ motive ’ for any operations. 

SCTRA (5). 

(As above.) 

Bhdaya. 

As a matter of fact, we find Svarus mentioned with each individual 
Post; for instance, in connection with the Skadashint we read ‘ Anupurvam, 
etc.’ (see above). If the sentence ‘ Svarum Jcaroti ’ means that each of the 
Posts is to have a Svaru of its own,—then alone can it be possible to have 
the plurality of Svarus spoken of in the text quoted. On the other hand, 
if the Svaru were the prompter of the operations tending to bring it into 
existence, then a single Svaru would be made for the purpose of anointing 
all the animals (and there could be no plurality of Svarus), For this reason 
also the Svaru cannot be thfe ‘ motive ’ for any operations. 

StJTRA (6). 

(As above.) 

Bhd§ya, 

It has been argued above that the words ‘ Svarum karoti ’ speak of 
the producing (making) of the Svaru ; and in this sense alone can the use 
of the word have any justification —Our answer to this is that the term 
‘ karoti ’ should be taken in the sense of taking up ; the sentence ‘ Svarum 
karoti * meaning that ‘ he takes up the Svaru ’ ; just as in the expressions 
* Kdsfhdni karoti ’ and ‘ Qomaydni karoti *, the term ‘ karoti ’ is used in 
the sense of taking up^ so should it be in the case in question also. 



Adhikarana (2): It is the Tree-branch that is to he fetched. 

SCTRA (7). 

The ‘ Fetching ’ is of the Tree-branch ; as that is the 

PREDOMINANT FACTOR. 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Daraha-Purfyimdaa, we read—‘ Prdchlmdharati, 
itdiMmdharati, prdgvdlcMmdharati ’ (Taitti. Bra. 3. 2. 1. 3) [‘ He fetches 
the Eaatern, fetches the Northern^ fetches the North-eaatem 

In regard to this, there arises the question—Is it the Quarter that is 
spoken of here (as to be fetched) ? Or the Tree-branch ? 

The Purvapakaa view is that—“ It is the Quarter (Direction) that is 
spoken of; as that is the direct meaning of the terms (* Eastern etc.); if they 
were taken as speaking of the Tree-branchy they could do this only by 
indirect indication ; hence we conclude that the texts speak of the Quartera 
<as to be fetched),*' 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhanta —It is the Tree- 
branch that is spoken of ;—why ?—because, if the meaning were that ‘ the 
Eastern Quarter should be fetched *, then it would be speaking of something 
quite impossible to do. In order to avoid tj;ps incongruity, if the sentence 
were taken to mean that ‘ it should be fetched towarda the Eaatern Quarter ’, 
then the question arises as to what is it that is to be fetched ; and as the 
word ‘ tree-branch ’ is nowhere found in the sentence, this latter construction 
also is not admissible.—If lastly it be held, on the basis of Context, that it 
is the Tree-branch (spoken of in the same Context) that is meant to be 
‘ fetched towards the East —then it is far more reasonable to take the 
term ‘ Eastern ’ itself as standing for the ‘ Eastern Tree-branch ’ [rather 
than take the term ‘ eastern ’ as standing for the quarter and then presume, 
on the basis of Context, that it is the Tree-branch that should be fetched 
towarda the Eaat), —“ Why should this be more reasonable ? ”—Because the 
Syntactical Connection of the word "prdchl* (‘Eastern’) with the verb 
^ dharati* (‘fetches’) is directly perceptible, whereas the connection with 
the term ‘ branch ’ would be based upon ‘ Context ’ and as such only indirect. 
—But in both cases, the word ‘ Eastern ’ should indicate either the Tree- 
branch spoken of in the Context, or the aacrificial ground as accompanied 
or occupied by something moat desired ; because in no way could the Quarter 
be the moat desired factor (and hence it could not be expressed by a word 
with the Accusative ending).^ 


1 This passage is thus explained by Kumarila (in T^pt'ka )—The phrase ‘ disho'- 
nipsitatvdt ’ (the Quarter not being the moat desired factor) contains the statement 
of a reason ; the meaning being—“ Inasmuch as the Quarter cannot be the most 
desired factor, the term ‘ Eastern ’ may be taken as indicating either the Branch 
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Then again, ‘ prdchl *, * Eastern is a relative term; and all relative- 
terms are dependent (upon a correlative), and they do not express any 
complete idea, except in the company of another term; a mere vague 
connection with something in general cannot serve as the basis of any 
definite usage; because every place is to the ‘ East ’ of something or the 
other.—Similarly, ^ 8hdkhd\ ‘branch’ also is a relative term, and stands in 
need of the term ‘ of the tree ’; and when it appears in connection with this 
latter term, it can enter into such relationships as—‘ the branch of the 
tree, Eastern, Northern, and North-eastern ’ ; and on such relationships, 
definite usage also becomes possible. 

As for the argument that—“ if the text be taken as referring to the 
branch of trees, then it involves an indirect indication ”,—our answer to this 
is that words often do express their meanings on the basis of indirect in¬ 
dication. [There is nothing incongruous in that.] 

From all this it follows that it is the Tree-branch that is spoken of (» 
‘ Eastern ’, ‘ Northern and ‘ North-eastern *) in the texts imder considera¬ 
tion. 


or the sacrificial ground,'' —The Tantraratna adds that the second ‘ vd ’ is to be 
taken after ‘ vihdrad^sham —and that it is simpler and easier to take the word 
‘ Eastern ’ as indicating the Branch rather than the ground, —The Bhdttadijyika 
says—The meaning is that—‘ one should cut and fetch the branch growing on the 
eastern side of the tree ’ ; but it might be more useful to interpret the sentence 
to mean that the branch (wl^ich is got from the Context) is to be brought 
‘ prdchtm prati ’, i.e. to the eastern part of the sacrificial ground .—It also points out 
that according to the Ydjflikas, Ritualists, what is spoken of in the text as to be 
* fetched ’ is the Quarter itself. 



Adhikarana (3) : The securing of the ‘ Branch ’ the 
‘ motive ’ behind the act of ‘ cutting ’ the Bough. 

SUTRA (8). 

The Branch is the ‘ motive as that is the predominant factor ; 

IT BECOMES CUT OFF FROM THE ‘ UPAVESA AND THERE IS 
DISPARITY (between THE TWO). 

Bhdsya, 

In connection with the Daraha-Purfmmdaa, we read—‘ Mulatah ahdkhdm 
parivdaya upavesam karoti ’ [‘ Cutting the Branch at the bottom, he makes 
the Upav^a ’]. [A bough having been got from the tree, it is cut into 
two parts at a point about six inches from the bottom ; the top-portion 
is used as ‘ Branch ’ proper, the atick for keeping the calf away from 
the cow, and the bottom-portion, six inches long, is made into the 
Upaveaa which is used for placing the pans upon Fire, removing the Fire- 
embers and so forth.] 

In regard to this, there arises the question—Is this ‘ cutting of the 
Bough ’ prompted by (for the purpose of securing) both the ‘ Branch ’ and 
the Upaveaa ?—Or the ‘ Branch ' alone is what ‘ prompts ’ it, and the 
Upaveaa is only a bye-product ? 

The Purvapakaa view on this question is as follows :—“ Both the articles 
are brought into existence by the act of ctdting —viz. the Branch (the main 
top-portion, the stick) and the bottom-portion ; both are of use: the 
top-portion is used for the driving away of the calf, and the bottom-portion 
is used as the Upaveaa (in placing the Pan upon the Fire and so forth); 
hence as there are no grounds for differentiating between the two, both should 
be regarded as the ‘ motive ’ behind the act of cutting.” 

In answer to tliis, we have the following Siddhdnta —We say that it is 
the ‘ Branch ’ that prompts the cvUing ; because thcd is the predominant 
factor^ —i.e. the ‘ Branch ’ is the principal thing to be secured,—and it 
becomea cut off from the ‘ Upaveaa \ —^which Upaveaa therefore would be 
taken in only as a bye-product of the operation (of cutting) which brings 
about the ‘ Branch ’.—“ Why should the Branch be regarded as the principal 
thing ? ”—Because we find the Accusative ending in the word ‘ ahdkhdm * 
(‘Branch’) in the sentence ' Shdkhdm parivdaya^ {‘Cutting the Branch’) 
[and the Accusative ending denotes the thing most desired], —“ But there is 
the Accusative ending in the word ‘ Upaveaam ’ also, in the sentence 
^ Upaveaam karoti' (‘makes the Upav^a') [so that the Upav^a also is 
the thing moat desired]," —The answer to this is that the Upaveaa is not the 
objective of the act of cutting, —it is the objective of the act of making. 

Says the Opponent—“ Why cannot the sentence be construed as— 
‘Having cut the branch, he makes an Upavem of its bottom-portion*,— 
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the term ‘ branch * being as applicable to the bottom-portion as to the top- 
portion ; so that what the sentence means is that ‘ by cutting, h© should 
disjoin the top and the bottom —for what purpose ?—with the vie^ that 
* having disjoined the bottom from the top-portion, I shall make an 
Upav^a of the former * [so that the main thing to be secured by the ctUting 
is the Upave^, not the Branchy* 

Anaiver —It is not so ; such a construction would be too remote ; by 
the straight construction it is clear that the cutting is for the purpose of 
securing the Branchy and it is only after the Branch has been secured that 
there comes the making of the Upavi^a, 

“ Inasmuch eus the sentence occurs in the ‘ Context ’ of the Upav^a^ 
the ‘ bottom ’ is to be construed with the term ‘ Upav^a 

The answer to this is that if the term ‘ bottom * were construed with 
both (the Branch and the Upaveaa), there would be an incongruity ; and in 
the event of such an incongruity (due to conflict between ‘ Context which 
connects the ‘ bottom * with the Upvaeaa, and * Syntactical Connection which 
connects it with the Branch), ‘ Syntactical Connection * has to be regarded 
as more authoritative than ‘ Context 

If it be held that “ the Upaveaa may be connected with the cutting 
by reason of its being mentioned in close proximity to it (in the sentence 
under consideration) ”,—the answer is that even so, such connection would 
be possible with the cutting, only as prompted by (done for the purpose 
of securing) the Branch ; and thus the cuMing having been already done 
(for the purpose of the Branch, and the UpavSm also having been obtained 
as a bye-product), the Upavlpa cannot prompt (be the motive for) the act 
of cutting. 

Thus it is that there is a disparity [between the Branch and the Upav^a^ 
{i.e. the two do not stand on the same footing]. 


S0TRA (9). 

AI.SO BECAUSE (THE P(JRVAPAK§A VIEW WOULD INVOLVE) THE DLS- 
APPEARANCE OF THE VERY WORD (‘ BRANCH ’). 

Bhd§ya, 

There are several uses laid down for the ‘ Branch —e.g. (a) * He 
removes the calves with the Branch’ (Taitti. Bra. 3. 2. 1. 1),— [h) ‘Brings 
up the cows with the Branch, and milks them with the Branch ’ (Taitti. 
BrS. 3. 2. 1. 2);—for all these purposes, the Upaveaa would be of no use ; and 
if the cutting were not done for the securing of the Brcmch (and the Branch 
were not there, only the Upaveaa consisting of the bottom-portion were 
there),—then the word ‘ Branch ’ would have to disappear (would be 
meaningless) in all the texts quoted ; because the bottom-portion alone of 
the Branch is never called ‘ Branch —“ What if it is so ? ”—^Well, the 
cutting should be for getting that to which the name ‘ Branch ’ applies,— 
such being the force of the Accusative ending (in ‘ ahdkhdm ’). If the name 
^ Branch ’ were applicable to the bottom-portion,—even so, the bottom-portion 



ADHYiYA IV, PADA H, ADHIKAEANA ( 3 ). 


767 

could not be used for the purposes for which the ‘ Branch ’ has been 
prescribed ; because the ‘ Branch ’ is that which has been cut off from the 
bottom-portion and hence rendered bottom-less. Then again, the ctiUing 
must be taken as to be done for that purpose which is accomplished with 
the Branch as thus embellished (by having the bottom cut off);—as for the 
placing of the pans on the fire, this is not done by the Branch of which the 
bottom has been cut off (in fact, it is done by the Upave^t which is the 
bottom-portion itself);—hence the cutting cannot be taken as to be done 
for the purpose of placing the pans on fire. 

“ What is the piirpose served by this discussion ? ” 

According to the Purvapakm [i.e. if the cutting is for securing both the 
Branch and the Upav^a\ the Branch should have to be secured at the 
Paurri^dmdsi sacrifice also [where however there is nothing to be done with the 
Branch] ; while according to the Siddhdnta this will not have to be done. 

[At the Paurnamdsi sacrifice, there being nothing to be done with the 
Branchy there would be no cutting, and hence no Upaveaa ; so that the 
putting up of the Pans on Fire would be done with any piece of wood,—this 
is according to the Siddhdnta. According to the Purvapakaa, as the cutting 
should be done for securing the Branch as well as the Upaveaa, it would 
have to be done also when there is nothing to be done with the Branch ; 
so that in this case the Upav^a would have to be secured and the placing 
of pans done with it— Bhattadlpikd,] 



ADHiKARAisrA (4) : The ‘ Throwing in of the Branch ’ is only 
by way of ‘ Disposal ’ ; it is not a fruitful action 
prompting the Homa. 


SCttRA (10). 

[P(Jrvapak§a]—‘‘ When there is ‘ Throwing in ’ it should be 
TAKEN AS ‘ offering INTO FiRE ’ ; BECAUSE BOTH ARE EQUALLY 
CONNECTED AND SUBSTANCES ARE ALWAYS SUBSER¬ 
VIENT TO A PURPOSE.” 

Ehd^ya. 

In connection with the Darsha-Purnamdsay we read, ' Saha shdkhayd 
praataram praharati * (‘ He throws in the Kusha-hundle along with the Branch *). 

In regard to this, there arises the question—Ts this ‘ Throwing in ’ of 
the Branch a mere Disposal or a Fruitful Action ? ” 

The Purvapaksa view on this point is as follows :—‘‘ Whe 7 i there Is 
^Throwing in^ it shotdd he taken as ^offering into Fire\ i.e. it should be 
regarded as a Fruitful Act;—^why ?— because both are equally connected ; 
i.e. in the sentence ‘ He throws in the Kusha-bundle along with the Branch 
the connection of the Branch (with the act of ‘ Throwing in ’) is equal to that 
of the Kusha-bundle, Wherever the Instrumental ending is used in con¬ 
nection with the term "saha^ (‘along with’), the thing expressed by the 
word with that ending is the subordinate factor, while that expressed by 
the word with the Accusative ending is the predominant factor. As regards 
the Kusha-bundle, it is clear that it is as an ‘ offering ’ that it is ‘ thrown 
in ’ ; and in this same act of ‘ offering ’, the Branch also comes in as a con¬ 
comitant of the Kusha-bundle, because its connection with that act is similar 
to that of the Kusha-bundle. —-The following argument might be put for¬ 
ward—‘ In every such case, the Branch is the subordinate factor ; hence the 
most reasonable view to take is that when it is thrown in, it is only an act 
of disposal ; otherwise (if it were taken as an act of offering) it would involve 
the incongruity of the thing {Branch) subserving several and diverse purposes 
[the Branch has been used in the removing of the calf, etc., and now it is to be 
used as an offering-material] ’.—The answer to this is that, as a matter of 
faxjt, substances are always subservient to a purpose ; that is, whenever 
substances are enjoined, they are enjoined as subservient to something desired 
to be done, on the principle that ‘ whenever an accomplished entity is 
enjoined, it is always for the sake of something to be accomplished ’ ; so 
that for substances (like the Branch, for instance), it is only right that they 
should subserve several and diverse purposes.” 
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SUTRA (11). 

[Siddhanta]— In reality it snouiiD be regarded as a ‘ Disposal * ; 

BECAUSE THE TEXT INDICATES ITS PREDOMINANT CHARACTER. 

Bhd^ya. 

In reality the ‘ throwing in * of the Branch should he regarded as a 
* Disposal \ because the text indicates its predominant character; as a matter 
of fact, the text speaks of the Branch as the predominant factor.—“ How 
so ? ”—Because of the presence of the Accusative ending.—“ But the 
Accusative ending is found in another word ‘ prastaram ’ (Kusha-bimdle)— 
not in the term ‘ shdkhd ’ (which appears with the Instrumental ending ).”— 
The answer to this is that what is connoted by the Accusative ending, 
which is present in the Kusha-hundle, is present in the Branch also.—“ How ? ** 
—Because of its being equally connected with the Branch ; that is, the 
Kushadmndle becomes ‘ thrown in ’ only if the Branch also is ‘ thrown in * ; 
hence the term ‘ saha ’ (together) signifies the equality of the connection 
of both things (with the act of ‘ throwing in ’) ; so that if the Ktisha-hundle 
is the principal factor in the act of ‘ throwing in the Branch also is a 
concomitant of the Kusha-bundle ; thus it is that there is ‘ equality of 
connection ’ ; hence if what is connot€>d by the Accusative ending is present 
in the Kusha-hundle, it is present in the Branch also. Thus it is that the 
Branch is a principal factor. 

Then again, if the Branch were a subordinate factor in one case, then, 
if it were laid down as to be used in another case, it would involve the 
incongruity of its subserving several and diverse purposes.—“ What would 
be the incongruity in that ? ” —The incongruity would be that the visible 
purpose served by it would have to be abandoned (ignored) and an invisible 
(transcendental one) assumed. After the Branch has been used (for the 
purpose of removing the calf, etc.), if it is removed from the Altar, more 
space becomes available and the subsequent details are more conveniently 
performed,—this is the visible purpose served by the removal (of the Branch) ; 
there is not the slightest visible purpose served by the ‘ throwing in ’ (of the 
Branch, as an offering in sacrifice) ; hence the only right view is to regard 
the ‘ throwing in ’ as an act of ‘ disposal ’. 

Says the Opponent—“ Inasmuch as we find the Instrumental ending 
(in the word ‘ shdkhayd ’), it should be more reasonable to take the Branch 
{shdkhd) as mentioned for the purpose of (and subservient to) another thing 
(in this case, the Kusha-bundle).'^ 

Answer —This would be reasonable if the Branch were something whose 
time (for being thrown in) were known ; as in that case, its mention in the 
text could be taken as being for the purpose of indicating the time of the 
Kusha-bundle (being thrown in). In the case in question, the fact is quite 
the reverse ; it is the Kusha-btindle whose time is known, and it is the 
Branch whose time is not known. Consequently, even though there is 
the Instrumental ending (in the word "shdkhayd^), it is the Kusha-bundle 
which will indicate the time of the Branch, Thus then what is connoted 
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by the Acoiisative ending should be taken as appertaining to the Branchy 
and what is connoted by the Instrumental ending should be taken as 
appertaining to the Ktisha-bundle; after all, it is the force (sense) of words 
(to express a certain meaning) which is more authoritative than anything 
else. 

SOTRA (12). 

“ But that which is subobdinate (to something else) may also 
(BE spoken of by A WORI? WTITH THE ACCUSATIVE ENDING) ”, 

—IF THIS IS URGED [THEN THE ANSWER IS AS BELOW]. 

Bhd§ya, 

Says the Opponent—“ As a matter of fact, we find the Accusative 
ending also in connection with a term expressive of what is subservient 
to something else; we have this in the case— (a) of ''Saktu^ [in the text 
* Saktun juhoti\ where there is the Accusative ending in ^Saktun\ 
and yet the Saktu is only a subordinate factor in the act of ‘offering’], 
—(6) of ‘ Mdruta * [in the text ‘ Mdrutam aaptakapdlam ’ (Taitti. Sam. 
2. 4. 10. 2), where we have the Accusative ending in ‘ Mdrutam aapta- 
kapdlam^ and yet the ‘Cake baked upon seven pans and dedicated to the 
Maruts ’ is only a subordinate factor],—and (c) of ‘ ekakapdlam ’ [in the 
text ^ Sauryam ekakapdlam' (Taitti. Sam. 2. 1. 10. 2), where we have the 
Accusative ending in ‘ Sauryam Ekakapdlam ’ and the ‘ Cake baked on one 
pan and dedicated to Surya ’ is only a subordinate factor].” 

SUTRA (13). 

The CASES are not analogous ; in the other case, the thing in 

QUESTION IS ONE THAT COULD NOT BE USED FOR ANY OTHER 
PURPOSE ; WHEREAS IN THE PRESENT CASE, THE THING 
IN QUESTION HAS BEEN ACTUALLY USED FOB 
A DEFINITE PURPOSE. 

Bhdsya. 

The case we ar^ considering now (that of the Branch) is not analogous 
to the case of the Saktu and other things (cited by the Opponent); because 
the thing in the other case —i.e. of the Saktu and other things,— is one that could 
not he used for any other purpose ; whereas in the case we are considering, 
the thing in question—the Branch—has served a useful purpose, in the shape 
of the removal of the calf and the rest. 

Says the Opponent—“What we find in the Sutras [12 and 13] referring 
to the case of the Saktu and then answering it, is a mere repetition (of what 
has been done in several places).” 

Anaiver —Repeating things cannot be very objectionable; what is tiseful 
should be learnt over md over again; if people avoid repetition, it is only 
through fear of making their work prolix ; but when there is a fear that 
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people may not have understood the meaning, if one repeats a thing over 
and over again, they consider that very valuable. 

“ What is the purpose served by this discussion ? ’* 

If the * throwing in of the Branch * is a fniitfxd act, the Branch should 
have to be secured at the Paun^amdal sacridce [when there is nothing to be 
done with it, yet it has to be secured simply for being ‘ thrown in ; where¬ 
as if it is only by way of ‘ disposal ’ of what has been used, then there would 
be no need for securing it at the Pawn^^cmd^ sacrifice. 


6 



Adhtkabana (6): ‘ Pouring out ’ is an act of ‘ Disposal \ 

StJTRA (14). 

[PCbvapak^a]—“Inasmuch as in its obicin, the Water brought 

IN HAS NO CONNECTION (WITH ANY PURPOSE), THERE SHOULD 
BE A DIVISION OF IT,—AS IN THE CASE OF THE 

Clarified Butter.’’ 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Dareh^i-Purriamdsa^ we read.—‘ Apah pranayatiy 
dpo vai shraddhd shraddhamevdlabhya yajate* (Taitti. Bra. 3. 2. 4. 1) 
brings in Water ; Water indeed is faith, and it is only when imbued with faith 
that one oilers a sacrifice ’];—^there are two uses laid down for the Water 
thus brought in— (a) ‘ With the Water brought in he kneads the offering- 
materials * and (6) ‘ Inside the altar, he pours out the Water that had been 
brought in ’. 

In regard to this, there arises the question—Are both these— kneading 
and pouring oiU —the ‘ motive * for the Bringing in of Water ? Or is it only 
for the kneading that the Water is brought in. and the pouring out is only a 
‘ disposal ’ of what remains of it after the kneading has been done ? 

The PUrvapaksa view is as follows—“ In its origin the Water is not 
connected with any purpose [i.e. it is not brought in for any purpose at 
all] ; It is only after it has been brought in that it becomes connected with 
both the purposes (kneading and pouring out) ; hence we do not perceive 
any grounds for discriminating between these two ; and when no grounds 
for differentiating are perceived, the Water must be regarded as meant for 
both purposes; and there ahoutd he a division of it —that is, some part of it 
should be used for kneading the offering-material and some of it should be 
poured out; just as in the case of the Clarified Buttery in regard to which it 
is declared that ‘ When the Clarified Butter is brought into the Dhruvd- 
vessely it is for all the sacrifices ’ (Taitti. Bra. 3. 3. 5. 5) [and what is done is 
that it is divided among the various sacrifices performed].” 

SUTRA (15). 

[Siddhanta]— In reality the Water is brought in for the purpose 

OF KNEADING ; AS REGARDS THE BEST OF THE WaTER, ITS 
‘ POURING OUT ’ MUST BE REGARDED AS A DISPOSAL ; 

BECAUSE IN REGARD TO THAT ACT (OF ‘ POURING 

OUT ’) THE Water is the predominant factor. 

Bhdsya. 

The Water that is brought in is for the purpose of kneading, —Why ? 
Because it is spoken of by a word with the Instrumental ending (in the 
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text * Pranitdbhih harnrh^i aamyantV), therefore it follows that in this con¬ 
nection the Water is a subordinate factor. In connection with the act of 
* pouring over on the other hand, the Water is spoken of by a word with 
the Accusative ending (in the text ‘ AntarvMi pranUdh mnayati ^); and hence 
it follows that in this connection, the Water is the predominant factor. 

The purpose served by this discussion is tliat, in cases where there is 
no Cake (and hence no kneading of the dough), Water need not be brought 
in at all; e.g. in the ease where the material offered is curd. 



Ap muTARAN A (6) : The ‘ making over of the stick ’ is a 

'fruitful act\ 


SUTRA (16). 

[PtJBVAPAK^A]—“ LiKB THE ‘ THBOWING AWAY ’ (OF THE HoRN) THE 

‘ MAKIHO OVER OF THE STICK ’ TO THE MATTBAVARtTNA PRIEST 
[SHOULD BE REGARDED AS AN ACT OF ‘ DISPOSAL '], 

BECAUSE IT HAS SERVED ITS PURPOSE.” 

BJtdfya. 

In connection with the Jyotiapoma, we read—‘ Vdgvai dlv^hyo'pakrd- 
mat yajndydti^thamdnd ad vanaapatln prdviahaU aaiad vdg vanaapatiau 
vadati yd dundtthhau yd cha tunave yd cha mndydm, yat dlkaUdya dandam 
prayachchhati vdchamivdvarundhe; krite aome nmitrdvarundya dandam prayach- 
chhati ’ (Taitti. Sam. 6. 1. 4. 1-2] [‘ Verily, speech ran away from the 
deities, not waiting for the sacrifice ; she entered the trees ; it is this speech 
which speaks in the trees,—^when, for instance, it speaks in the drum and in 
the bamboo and in the lute; when one presents the stick to the initiated 
sacrificer, he preserves his speech; He makes over the stick to the Maitrd- 
varuffa Priest ’],—It is this last sentence—‘ He makes over the stick to 
the Maitrdvaruryi Priest ’— which forms the subject of the present discussion. 

In regard to this, there arises the question—The stick having been 
already used by being held by the Initiated Sacrificer, when it comes to be 
held by the MaUrdvaruna Priest, is this latter holding of the atick an act of 
* disposal ’—or a ‘ fruitful ’act ’ ? 

On this question, the Purvapak^a view is as follows:—“ The ‘ making 
over of the stick to the MaUrdvaruim ’ is an act of ‘ disposal *;—why ?— 
because it has already served its purpose, by having been held by the Initiated 
Sacrificer.—The stick has been laid down as to be used in the initiating 
of the Sacrificer—in the text ^Dai^Sna dlksayanti*, ‘They initiate him with 
the stick ’ (Taitti. Sam. 6. 1.3. 8);—so that after it has been used for that 
purpose, if it is used for some other purpose, it is only reasonable that this 
latter should be regarded as an act of ‘ disposal *; just as wh^ the Black 
Horn that has been used by the Sacrificer in rubbing the itching parts 
of his body is thrown into tfie pit,—^in accordance with the text ‘ Chdtvdli 
krfiljiavi^ds}din prdayati \ ‘ He throws the Black Horn into the pit ’,—this 
‘ throwing ’ is regarded as an act of ‘ disposal ’; the same should be imder- 
stood to be the case in the instance imder consideration.—Further, the 
atick is spoken of by a word with the Accusative ending, which shows that 
it is the predominant factor.” 
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SCTRA (17). 

[SiDDHIota]—reality, it is a ‘ FRUTTPUL ACT BECAUSE IT IS 
RBIA-TED TO AN AgBNT,—^JUST LIKB THE GARLAND. 

Bhd^ya. 

The act in question should, in reality, be regarded a.s a ‘ fruitful act ’ ;— 
why ?—because it is related to an agent ; in the text ‘ Makes over the stick 
to the MaUrdvaru^ * the act of ‘ making over * is spoken of in relation to 
the Agent {MaitrdvarMi^); so that the stick must be a subordinate factor, 
the Agent being the predominant factor ; because it is the Agent whom the 
■Stick enables to walk about: with its help he moves about in the dark or in 
water, also drives away cows and serpents, and supports himself by it. 
Thus the Agent being the predominant factor, the action of ‘ making over * 
cannot be an act of ‘ disposal —^In fact, the case is to be treated a-s 
analogous to that of the garland : we have the text ‘ Srajamudgdtre daddti 
** He makes over the garland to the Udgdtr Priest * (Taitti. Saih. 1. 8. 
18. 1); in this case, even though the garland does not serve any useful purpose 
for the man concerned, yet as the Man (Udgdtr) is still wanted for several 
purposes, while there is no further use for the garland,—^predominance is 
attached to the Man. The same should be done in the case in question also. 

It has been argued that—“ Because of the presence of the Accusative 
•ending, the stick should be regarded as the predominant factor —The 
answer to this is that, the Accusative ending is used here in the sense 
explained in Panini’s Sutra 1. 4. 60, by which ‘ if a thing is connected with 
another thing which is what is most desired to be obtained by means of the 
action denoted by the verb, then the former thing also comes to be regaupded 
as the objective, even though it is not what is the most desired thing \ [So 
that the mere presence of the Accusative ending does not make the thing 
the most desired and hence the predominant factor.]—“ But why should it 
be taken in that sense ? ”—Because we find the term ‘ Maitrdvarufui ’ 
with the Dative ending ; as a rule, the Dative ending is added to a term 
which denotes the recipient of a gift ; and the recipient of the gift is the one 
who is desired to be benefited by the act (of giving) ; it follows therefore 
that in the case in question, the MaUrdvaruijka Priest is more desired (axid 
hence more important) than the stick, 

StJTRA (18). 

Also because the stick is mentioned as being in (the hands of 
the) priest still engaged in the performance. 

Bhd^a, 

There is the text— ' Dandl prai^dnanvdha ^ Holding the stick, the 
MmtrdvarufyjL repeats the directions*)—^which describes a certain act done 
by the priest; and it shows that after the stick has been made over to him, 
the priest moves about holding the stick in his hand ; this would be possible 
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only if the ‘ making over of the stick ’ to him were a ‘ fruitful act ’ ; if it 
were a mere ‘ disposal *, then on its having been made over to the MaUra- 
varuna, the function of the stick would have ended thwe, as all that had 
to be done with it would have been done; so that there would be no further 
need for it; and hence it could not be kept in the hand. Under the 
circumstances, what we find in the description just quoted would not be 
possible. 

Similarly there is the text ‘ Ahistvdm daahati iti maitrdixirunam hruydt^ 
ahireva hyisa ’ [‘ He should say to the Maitrdvaruna—The Serpent is biting 
you, this verily is a serpent ’] [where it is the stick held by the Maitrdvarufj^a 
that is spoken of as the aerpent\ 

Again, there is the text—‘ Muahali anvdha ’ [‘ The man with the Muahala 
recites *], where the Maitrdmruna is spoken of as holding the Muahala, and the 
word ‘ muahala ’ is known to signify the stick, —^as we find in such expressions 
as ‘ Where should the Boys with mushalas (sticks) descend into the Ganga ? 

From all this also it follows that the making over of the stick to the 
Maitrdvaruna (and his holding it) is a ‘ fruitful act \ 

SCTRA (19). 

If an act, in its very origin, is connected with a definite purpose, 

IT SHOULD BE REGABDED AS SEEVING THAT PUEPOSE ;—SUCH 
BEING THE DiEBCT ASSEETION OF THE VeDA ; AND WHEN SUCH 
AN ACT GOES OVER TO ANOTHER, THEN IT MUST BE 
REGARDED AS A DISPOSAL ; AS IN THIS CASE IT IS 
NOT A SUBSIDIARY FACTOR. 

Bhd§ya. 

It has been argued above that—“ just as the throwing away of the 
Black Antelope’s Horn [is an act of ‘ disposal *, so should the ‘ making over of 
the stick to the Maitrdvaruna ’ also be] —The answer to this is as follows— 
It is only right that, when an act, in its origin —i.e. while coming into 
existence,—comes as connected with a definite purpose,—it is only reason¬ 
able that that act should be taken as done for that purpose. And when it 
goes over elsewhere (i.e. apart from the said purpose), then it should be 
regarded as an act of ‘ disposal ’. And this is right only in cases where no 
visible pmpose is served (as in the case of the throwing of the Horn) ; but 
in the case in question there is a visible purpose served by the MaitrdvaruidKi 
holding the stick,—Whence the two cases are not analogous. 

[By this explanation, Su. 19 is a part of Adhikarana (6); but by a second 
interpretation given in the Bhdfya, this Sutra forms an independent Adhikarava 
by itself—as below.] 



AdhikARANA (7) : The throvnng of the Black Antelope’s 
Horn is an act of ‘ Disposal 

SUTRA (19)—[as above]. 

Bhdsya. 

The Sutra may be taken as setting forth a distinct Adhikararia by itself : 
[It is laid down that a Black Horn is to bo used by the Sacrificer in scratch¬ 
ing his body and then to be thrown into the Pit;—the question that 
arises is—Are both these acts—the scratching and the throwing —‘motive* 
behind the securing of the Black Antelope’s Horn ? Or is it the scratchmg 
only ?—and this resolves itself into the question—^Ts the throwing of the Horn 
a ‘ fruitful act or an act of ‘ disposal ’ ?]—The Purvapaksa view is that— 
“ The Horn is secured for the purpose of both the acts, because ‘ when 
several things are brought about by the same act, they should all equally 
be regarded as the motive of that act ’ (Sii. 4. 1. 22) —The Siddhdnta is 

that in connection with the act of rubbing, the Horn is spoken of by means 
of a word with the Instrumental ending visdruiyd'), which shows that it 
must be the subordinate factor; whereas in connection with the act of 
throwing, inasmuch as it is spoken of by means of a word with the 
Accusative ending visdnam'), and as it has been already used elsewhere, 
it must be regarded as the principal factor [from which it follows that the 
act of throwing of the Black Antelope's Horn is one of ‘ disposal ’]. 



Abhikaeai^a (8) : The carrying of the tJdngs smeared with 
Soma-^uice to the Sacrificial Bath is an act of 
‘ disposal \ 

SUTRA (20). 

[SiddhInta]—At the Soma-saobifiob, also [the oabeying of the 

THINGS SMEARED WITH SOMA-JHIOB TO THE SaOBIFIOIAL BaTH 
SHOULD BE BBGABDBD AS AN ACT OF ‘ DISPOSAL *], BECAUSE 
THEY HAVE SERVED THEIR PURPOSE. 

Bhd^ya. 

At the Jyoti§poma aacrificey there is the Sacrificial Bath, laid down in 
the text—‘ With the cake baked upon one pan, dedicated to Vanina, they 
proceed to the Seus^ificial Bath * (Mai. S. 4. 8. 6). In connection with this 
Soorifioial Bath, we reewi—‘ VarutyigThltam vaitad yajfiaaya yadrjl§am yadgrd^ 
vdf^h yadaudmnban yctdahhiaavaiyiphalak^f taamdt yaikiiichit aomaliptam 
dravyam tena avahhrtham yarUi * [‘ All the sacrificial things are taken hold of by 
Varugia—^the Soma-stalks out of which all the juice has been extracted, the 
stones, the Post of Udomibara wood, and the two slabs used in the extracting 
of Soma-juice; hence they proceed to the Sacrificial Bath along with every¬ 
thing that is smeared with Soma-juice *] (Mai. S. 4. 8. 5). 

In regard to this, there arises the question—^Is this carrying of the 
things smeared with Soma-juice to the Sacrificial Bath an act of ‘ disposal ’ 
or a ‘ fruitful act * ? 

The correct view is that the act in question is one of ‘ disposal * ;— 
why ?— because they have served thew pwrpose ; that is, a& a matter of fact, 
everyone of the things spoken of has served its purpose in connection with 
several acts ; hence it is only right that the carrying of these to the Sacrificial 
Bath should be regarded as an act of ‘ disposal *. 


SUTRA (21). 

[Objection, embodying the Purvapak 9 a}-r^' It should be regarded 

AS A * FRUITFUL ACT ^ BECAUSE IT IS CONNECTED 
WITH A NAME."’ 


“ The act in question should be regarded as a ‘ fruitful act ’; because it 
is connected with a name, in the sentence 'tena avcbhftham yanti\ which 
means that ‘ with that they accomplish the act named avabhfibu \—^where 
we have the Instrumental ending in the word ‘ Una *, and the Accusative 
in ‘ avabhrtha ’; whence it follows that the thing smeared with Soma juice 



ADHYAYA IV, pIdA U, ADHIKABAKA (8). 


.779 

is the subordinate, and the Avahhriha (Sacrificial Bath) the predominant 
ieictor [and hence the act denoted by the verb ‘ yanti ’ is a fruitful act].*’ 

SOTRA (22). 

[ Reply ] —In bbality, it must be begabbed as an act of ‘ Disposal ’; 

FOB THE BEASON ALBEADY STATED. AS FOB THE MENTION OF 

* Avabhbtha * (Sacbificial Bath), it sbbves the 

PUBPOSE OF INDICATING THE PXA.CE. 

Bhd ^ ya , 

In reality, the act in question should be regarded as one of ‘ disposal *. 
—^Why ?—For the reason already stated ; i.e. as a rule, what has served its 
purpose in one place is ‘ disposed of * in another.—In the case in question, 
if the thing smeared with Soma-juice were laid down as a means of accomplish¬ 
ing the Sacrificial Bath, then the carrying of those things would be a 

* fruitful act * ; if, on the other hand, what is enjoirifed is only that the 
priests should go to the Bath with the things smeared with Soma-juice^ 
then it would be an act of ‘ disposal As a matter of fact, the things smeared 
with Soma-juice are not enjoined as a means to the Sacrificial Bath ; for if 
they were so meant, then this relationship between the Bath and the things 
smeared with Soma-juice would have been enjoined by the verb ‘ ahhya- 
^vayanti ’,—^and such an injunction would be by Syrdactical Connection, not 
by Direct Assertion [as the said relationship is not directly expressed by the 
verb]. On the other hand, if the proceeding were taken as enjoined by 
the said verb, the injimction would be by Direct Assertion [as the proceeding 
is what is directly expressed by the verb ‘ yanti *]. Thus it is that this 
latter interpretation comes to be accepted ; Direct Assertion being more 
authoritative than Syntactical Connection, Hence it follows that the act in 
question is one of ‘ disposal 

It has been argued that—“ the act in question should be regarded 
as a ‘ fruitful act *, because it is connected with the name ” (Su. 20).—Our 
answer to this is as follows:—-Under the circumstances, the mention of 

* Avahhfiha ’ (Sacrificial Bath) should be taken a« serving the purpose of in¬ 
dicating the place ; that is, in the phrase ‘ they proceed to the Sacrificial 
Bath ’, the avabhriha indicates the place ; the meaning being that ‘ they 
iproceed to the place where the Sacrificial Bath takes place 

From all this it follows that the act in question is one of ‘ disposal 



Adhikarana (9) : The injunctions of (a) Performer, {hy 
Place, (c) Time, and (d) Substance are mennt to he 

restrictive. 

SUTRA (23). 

[POrvapaksa]—There is no injunction of (a) Performer, (b) 
Place, and (c) Time,—as these are necessary factors 
IN EVERY performance.” 

Bhd^i/a. 

We have the following texts— (a) ‘ Pashuhandhasya yajnakratoh sad 
rtvijah ’ There are six priests at the performance of the Pashubandha 
sacrifice’] (Taitti. lira. 2. 3. 6. 3);— (b) " Darskapurnanidsayoh yajnakra- 
ioshchatvdra Hinjah ’ [‘ At the performance of the Darsha-Piirnarndsa sacrifices^ 
there are four priests ’] (Taitti. Bra. 2. 3. 6. 2) ;—(c) ‘ Chdtur'tndsydndm 
kratundm panrha rtvijah ’ [‘ At the Chdtimndsya sacrifices, there are five 
priests ’] (Taitti. Bra. 2. 3. 6. 2) ;— {d) ‘ Agnihotrasya yajhakratoh eka rtvik * 
f‘ At the performance of the Agnihoira sacrifice, there is one priest ’] (Taitti. 
Bra. 2. 3. 6. 1) ;— (e) ^ Saumyasyddhvarasy a yajnakratoh saptadasha rtvijah' 
[‘ At the performance of the Soma-sacriflre, there are seventeen pt’iests ’] 
(Taitti. Bra. 2. 3. 6. 4). —[In all these the number of performers is mentioned). 
—Then again—(/) ‘ Same (larsfm-purnanmsahhydin yajUa ; prachinapyravarfe 
vaishvadevena yajUa ’ [‘ The Darsha-Purnamdsa should be performed on 
level ground ; the Vaishvadeva sacrifice should bo performed on ground sloping 
towards the East ’].—[In this, the place is mentioned] ;— (g) ' Paurnamdsydm 
paurnamdsyd yajeta amdvdsydydm amdvdsyayd ’ [‘One should perform the 
Paurnamdsa sacrifice on the Full-moon Day, and the Amdvdsyd sacrifice 
on the Moonless Day ’].—(In this, the time is mentioned.) 

In regard to all this, there arises the question—In these texts are (a) 
the performers, (6) the place, and (c) the time enjoined ? Or only spoken 
of by way of reference ? 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows—“ There is no 
injunction of the performer^ the place, and the time ; it is all mere reference ; 
—^why ?—because they are necessary factors in every performance ; every 
one of these is a necessary factor in every performance ; without a per¬ 
former, a place, and a time, there can be no performance of any act; hence 
all these are already enjoined along with the injunction of the performance 
itself ; hence, being already known, they are mentioned in the texts quoted, 
only by way of reference ,—‘ the text may be taken as meant to prohibit 
the uneven ground and such other details ’.—That cannot be, we reply. 
Because texts like those in question are injunctive, not prohibitive. Hence 
it should all be taken as a mere reference (to what is already known from the 
injunctions of the acts concerned).” 
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StJTRA (24). 

[Siddhanta]— In reality, the text serves the purpose 
OF restriction. 

Bhdsya. 

The answer to the Purvapaksa is as follows :—The text in question 
cannot be a mere reference or reiteration ; a mere reiteration is useless ; where¬ 
as if it is an Injunction, then it will lay down something new ; hence it must 
be taken as an Injunction.—“ But what it lays down is already known as 
part of the performance.”—The answer to this is that the text will serve 
the purposes of restriction. —“ What do you mean by restriction ? ”—When 
what is indefinite is made definite, it is restriction. For instance, in the 
case in question, what comes in as a necessary factor in every performance 
is only place in general (indefinitely);—but all places collectively cannot be 
used for any performance ; when we use a level ground, we do not use an 
uneven ground ; when we use uneven ground, we do not use level ground; 
so that in regard to any particular action [if our sole guide were the fact 
that some sort of place is necessary for every performance] the leml 
ground may, as well as may not, come to our mind as to be adopted;— 
in a case where the level ground does not come up to our mind,—such a 
case affords the occasion for the Injunction (that ‘ the sacrifice should be 
performed on level ground ’); so that oven though the performer may be 
desirous of performing it on uneven ground, the text lays down the 
Injimction that it should be done on level ground ; and the result is that, 
when this Injunction is there, the uneven ground does not come to the 
mind at all.—Similarly in the case of the other texts also.—From all this it 
follows that every one of the texts quoted contains an Injunction. 



Adhikarana (10): The Injunction of the properties of 
substances is restrictive in its application, 

StJTRA (25). 

SlMILAIULy, THE MENTION OF THE PROPERTIES OF SUBSTANCES SHOULD 

BE REGARDED AS A RESTRICTIVE INJUNCTION ; BECAUSE THEY 
ARE RELATED TO THE VERY ORIGIN [OF THE SACRIFICE, 

VIZ. THE SUBSTANCES]. 

Bhd§ya. 

This is a part of the foregoing Adhikararyi, 

We have the following texts—(a) ‘ Vdyavyam ahvetamdlabheta bhuti* 
kdmah * [‘ Desiring prosperity one should sacrifice a white goat dedicated to 
Vdyu^l (Taitti. Sam. 2. 1. 1. 1);—(6) " Somdraudram ghf'te charum nirvapU 
ahuMdndm vrtHtjkdm brdhmavarchxjisakdfruih * [‘ Desiring Brahmic glory, one 
should offer a cooked offering of white corns in Clarified Butter, dedicated 
to Soma-Rudra ’] (Mai. Sam. 2. 1. 6);— (c) ‘ Nairrtam charum nirvapet 
krpi^dndm vrihlindm ’ [‘ One should offer a cooked offering of black corns, 
dedicated to the Nijrts ’] (Taitti. Sam. 1. 8. 9. 1). 

In regard to these, there arises the question—Are the colours, white 
(and black) mentioned in these texts, actually enjoined ? Or only reiterated ? 

The Purvapak^a view is that—“ It is only reiterated ; because it is 
already included in the Injunction of the substances themselves ”. 

The Siddhdnta is that it is an Injunction, —for the purpose of restricting 
the colours which, in certain cases, may not come up to the mind. 

The purpose served by both these Adhikararjuas is the same that has 
been shown in the Siddhdnta [that what was indefinite becomes well 
defined]. 



Adhikarana (11): The Injunctions of emhelUshments like 
‘ Threshing ’ are restrictive in their application. 

SUTRA (26). 

So ALSO, IN THE CASK OF EMBELLISHMENT ; BECAUSE THAT IS THE 

PREDOMINANT FACTOR. 

Bhdsya. 

Tliis also is part of Adhikararyx (9). 

In connection with the Daraha-Purnamdaay we read—‘ Vtllyin avahantiy 
tan^iddn pinaati ’ [‘ He threshes the corn, and pounds the rice ’]. 

Question —Are these two Injunctions ? Or Reiterations ? 

Purvapakaa —“ What is mentioned is already known to be the means 
of securing what is wanted (in the making of the Cake, etc.) ; hence the 
statement is a mere reiteration.” 

Siddhdnta —They are injunctions, as they serve the purpose of restricting 
the method (of securing what is wanted) to one out of several possible ones. 



Adhikarana (12) : What is ‘ Yaga \ ' Sacrifice ’ ? 
SUTRA (27). 

What is denoted by the root ‘ yaj ‘ to sacrifice should be 

UNDERSTOOD TO BE THAT ACT WHICH BRINGS ABOUT THE 
CONNECTION BETWEEN A ‘ SUBSTANCE ’ AND A ‘ DEITY ’ ; 

AS THIS SENSE IS APPLICABLE TO THE WHOLE 
LOT (of PRIMARY ACTIONS). 

Bhdsya. 

Hitherto we have explained how the performance of the subsidiary 
is prompted (by the Primary Act).—^Now the question arises—What is that 
Primary Act of which the acts dealt with are subsidiaries ?—The answer 
to this is that the Primary Act is in the form of Ydga^ sacrificing, Dana, giving, 
and Homa, pouring into a receptacle. —Next arLses the question—What 
is the distinctive feature of each of those acts—of sacrificing, giving, and 
pouring into a receptacle ?—In answer to this we have the delinition of 
‘ Sacrifice ’ provided in the Sutra ; [that of pouring into a recejHacle follows 
under Su. 28, and that of giving, under the Bhdsya on Sii. 28]— What is 
denoted by the root ‘ yaj, to sacrifice ’—i.e. the act of Ydga, Sacrifice —/6‘ that 
act which brings about the connection between a stihstance and a deity ;—the 
compound dravya-devata-hriyam'" being explained as that "kriyd \ act, 
whereby a connection is established between the ‘ dravya \ substance, and 
the ‘ devatd \ deity.—In tliis sense the term ‘ sacrifice ’ becomes applicable 
to the whole lot of (primary) acts [i.e. Ydga, Dana, and Homa, every one 
of which, with slight variations, is an act that establishes a connection 
between a substance and a deity] ;—^for instance, we find people making 
use of such expressions as ‘ Isto'nena pashupatih ’ [which is used in the 
case of all the three kinds of offering— Ydga, Dana, and Homa].—From this 
we conclude that the term ‘ sacrifice ’ signifies that act which brings about 
the connection between a substance and a deity. 

As for the purpose served by this Adhikarana, there is no need for 
seeking for the purpose served by a definition ; as the sole purpose served 
by it is that it provides the idea of the thing defined. 



Adhikarana (13): What is ‘ Homa^ ? 

SUTRA (28). 

Inasmuch as the name is found to be used in the same sense 
(as ‘ Yaga ’), the ‘ Homa ’ would be the same (as ‘ Yaga ’) 

WITH THE ADDITIONAL ELEMENT OF ‘ POURING 

Bhclsya. 

Question —What is the cliaracteristic of ‘ Horna ‘ Offering into Fire ’ ? 

Answer —As a matter of fact we find tiiat the name ‘ Homa ’ is used in 
the sense of ‘ Ydqa \ ‘ sacrifice with the additional element of ‘ pouring ’ ; 
hence Horna is ‘ sacrifice accompanied by pouring It is in this sense that 
in common parlance, people are found to be using such expressions as 
^ anena hutarn' {'"Homa has been performed by this person’). In the 
Veda also the act that has been enjoined as a ‘ sacrifice ‘ Ydqa is found 
referred to as ‘ Homa —e.g. in the following text—‘ Sanqrdminam cJmturhotrd 
ydjayet: . Chai'nrqrhltamYtjyam krtvd chaturhotdram vyachaJcsita, jmrvena 
qrnhendrdham juhuydduttarendrdhnm ’ [where the sentence opens with the 
injunction of ‘ Ydqa\ sacrifice, by the word ' ydjayet \ and at the end of 
the sentence the same act is referred to as ‘ Hojna \ by the word ' juhuyat ’]. 

Question —What is the characteristic of the act of ‘ giving ‘ Dana ’ ? 

Answer —In the act of ‘ giving there is setting aside of one’s own owner- 
^liip (over the thing given away) and bringing about of the ownership of 
another person (the recipient of the gift). 

In all the three acts of sacrlficinq, qivinqy and Hotna (offering into Fire>j, 
the act of ‘ offering ’ is the common element; in the case of sacrificinqt 
there is simple offering to (in reference to) the deity ;— Homa is the same, 
but with the further element of ‘ poiu’ing ’ ;—and in qiving there is offermq 
followed by the bringing about of the ownership of the recipient.—Such is 
the distinction among these. 

[The TupHkd remarks that the Bhdsya mentions ‘ pouring ’ because this is 
the element present in most Tlonias, where the material generally used is Clarified 
Butter or some such liquid substance. As a matter of fact, however, there are several 
Homas at which the material used consists of grains—sesamum in many cases. 
Hence what differentiates the Homa from the Yaga is this, that in the former the 
material is thrown into some suitable receptacle—as remarked by Tantraratna 
and the Prakarana-pahehikd^ p. 10.5.—It is not necessary for the offering to be 
thrown into Fire to make it Homa (as has been asserted in the Bhdtiabhdskara) ; 
because in many cases the throwing of substances into water is also called ^ Homa '; 
e.g. at the Avahhrtha-Isti^ performed on the completion of the Agnistoma. —The 
difference among Yaga, Dana, and Homa is as follows :—The relinquishment of one's 
own ownership is the factor common to all the three ; but in Yaga there is merely 
verbal surrendering of one’s ownership, the thing offered not being actually taken 
away by the recipient-deity ;—in Ddna^ the thing is actually taken away by the 
recipient;—in Homa, the thing offered has got to be thrown into some suitable 
receptacle, water or fire.—See Prahhdkara-Mlmdmsd, pp. 248-249.] 



Adhikarana (14) : The ‘ Varhis \ ‘ grass \ is common to 
the three sacrifices^ ‘ Atithyd \ ‘ Upasad \ and ‘ Agnlsomlya ’ 
—i.c. the performance of all the three is the 
‘ motive ’ for securing the ‘ grass \ 

SUTRA (29). 

[P(Trvapaki?a]—“ Inasmuch as the Injunction becomes fulfilled 

BY THE PERFORMANCE OF THE FIRST SACRIFICE, IF THE SAME 
THING (grass) is USED AT ANOTHER SACRIFICE, THIS 
WOULD BE A TRANSFERENCE (OF THE THING FROM 
THE FIRST TO THE SECOND OR THIRD SACRIFICE).” 

Bhdsya, 

In connection with the Jyotistoma w© read—‘ Yaddtithydydm varhih 
tadupaaaddm tadagnlsomlyaaya ’ [‘ That grass which is at the Atithyd lati 
is also at the Upasada and also at the Agntaomlya — 

[Having purchased the Soma and placed it in the cart, they bring it to the 
Prdchhiavarhahay at that time they perform an lati which is called the ‘ Atithyd 
lati ’.—After that, for three days they offer a sacrifice which is called ‘ Upasad 
of which thus there are three, one on each day.—On the Aiipavasathya day, they 
perform another sacrifice which is called the ‘ Agmaomiya 

In regard to this, there arises the question—(1) Does the injunction 
mean that the substance belonging to on© sacrifice (Atithyd) is to be used 
at another (the Upasad, etc.) ?—-or (2) that the remnant of the substance 
used at the first sacrifice is to be used at the second and third ?—or (3) 
that the characteristic details of the substance used at the first sacrifice are 
to be transferred to the subftance used at the second and third sacrifices ?— 
or (4) the same substance has been enjoined in common, for all the three 
sacrifices ? 

(1) The first Purvapak^a is as follows—“The substance belonging to 
on© sacrifice is enjoined as to be used at the others.—^Why ?—Because the 
words of the text—‘ That which is used at the Atithyd is the same as that 
used at the Upasada ’—^ar© such as are used in cases where a thing belonging 
to one is laid down for another ; ©,g. when it is said that ‘ the ox that belongs 
to Devadatta should be made to belong to Visnumitra ’, what is done is 
that the ox is wrested from.Devadatta and given to Visnumitra. Similarly 
in the case in question we have the injunction that ‘ what belongs to one 
sacrifice is to be used at another 

This view however is open to the objection that the previous injunction 
of that substance as to be used at the Atithyd would become absolutely 
useless [as the substance would be taken away from the Atithyd and used 
at the Upasada']. 

(2) In view of this difficulty, the following view is put forth as the 
second Purvapakpa —“ What is enjoined as to be used at the Upasada is the 



ADHYAYA IV, pIdA II, ADHIKABA^A ( 14 ). 


787 


remnant of what has been used at the Atithyd ; in this case the meaning of 
the phrase ‘ that which is at the Atithyd ’ is ‘ that which has been enjoined 
in connection with, or which has been got for, the Atithyd \ In this way, 
the previous mention of the connection of the substance with the Atithyd 
comes to have some use.** 

This view also is open to the objection that the Upasade, in this case, 
would be performed with the remnant of another sacrifice ; which is not the 
practice of cultured people ; and in this case, all the characteristics of the 
Original Primary Substance would not come into the second sacrifice. 

(3) In view of this difficulty, we put forward the following view as the 
third (and final) Purvapak^a :—“ Irmsmueh as the Injunction becomes fulJiUed 
by the performance of the first sacrifice, if the same thing is used at another 
sacrifice, this would be a case of transference of the details of the thing from the 
first to the second sacrifice. That is, when the Atithyd is completed, the 
grass enjoined for it has fulfilled its purpose ;—previously that grass belonged 
to the Atithyd ; but at the time of the performance of the Upasads, there 
is no connection between that grass and the Atithyd (as the Atithyd being 
long over, it is not there) ; under the circumstances, that grass could be 
only indirectly indicated by the name of the Atithyd sacrifice ; and recourse 
to Indirect Indication is not right. For all these reasons the most reasonable 
view to take would be that, there being no possibility of the * grass of the 
Atithyd ’ being there at the time of the performance of the Upasads and 
the Aqnlsomlya, what is meant is that the characteristics of the grass used 
at these two sacrifices should be the same as the characteristics of the 
grass that was used at the Atithyd, 


SUTRA (30). 

[SiddhantaJ—In reality, the connection of the grass (with all 

THE THREE SACRIFICES) BEING EQUALLY BASED UPON ITS 
ORIGINATIVE INJUNCTION, THAT USEFUI^ CONNECTION OF ONE 
AND THE SAME GRASS MUST BE WITH ALL THOSE SACRIFICES 
WITHOUT ANY DISTINCTION ; WHICH WOULD BE THE 
BASIS FOR THE SAME USE BEING MADE OF THH 
GRASS AT ALL THE SACRIFICES. 

Bhdsya, 

pliraso ' apI vd\ ‘in reality *, sets aside the view expressed above. 
As a matter of fact, the connection of the ‘ grass * (with all the three sacrifices) 
is based upon Its originative injunction ; if the grass brought in at the 
Atithyd were one possessed of special characteristics, then it would be possible 
for those characteristics to be transferred to the grass used at the Upasads 
and the Agnlsomlya ; as a matter of fact, however, there is no text wliich 
lays down any such special characteristics for the grass used at the Atithyd, 
In fact, the only special features of that grass will be laid down later on in such 
texts as— (a) ‘ Ashvabdlah prastarah ’ (* The bedding is of Ashvabdla grass or 
6 
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horse-hair’);—(6) ‘ Vidhritl chekeavyau" (‘The Vidhrtis are to be of sugar-cane 
sticks ’).—Thus then it is clear—(1) that the text does not speak of the grass of 
one sacrifice to be used at another,—(2) that it is not the remnant of the grass 
used at one sacrifice that is to be used at the other,—(3) that it is not that 
the characteristics of the grass of one sacrifice are transferred to that of 
another.—“ What then is the correct view ? ”—The correct view is that 
the grass is laid down in common for all the three sacrifices ; that is to say, 
the grass that is enjoined for the Atithyd is also enjoined for the Upasads, 
and also for the Agnisomlya ; so that the connection of the same grass is 
with all the sacrifices without any distinction; that is to say, when the grass 
is cut in the beginning (before the performance of the sacrifices), that cutting 
of the grass serves the purpose of all the sacrifices, and the use of the grass 
is common to all the sacrifices also.—In this way the direct meaning of the 
word ‘ grass ’ becomes accepted; in the other case there would be an indirect 
indication of the characteristics of the grass ; and there is no doubt that when 
there is a doubt as to which of the two—Direct Expression and Indirect Indica¬ 
tion—is to bo accepted, the reasonable course is to accept the Direct F]xpres- 
sion, not the Indirect Indication.—From all this it follows that the grass 
belongs in common to all the three sacrifices. 

The purpose served by the Adhikarana is as has been pointed out in the 
exposition of the Siddhdnta, 


Eyid of Pad a ii of Adhydya IV. 



ADHYAYA IV. 

PADA III. 


Adhikarana (1) : {a) Substances^ (b) Embellishments^ and 
(c) Minor Acts subserve the purposes of the sacrifice. 

SUTRA (1). 

The mention of results in connection with ‘ Substances 
‘Embellishments’, and ‘Acts’ should be regarded as 

COMMENDATORY ; BECAUSE THEY SUBSERVE THE 
PURPOSES OF ANOTHER (ACTION). 

Bhlsya. 

(A) [There are some passages which spealc of certain desirable results 
following from the use of certain substances at a sacrifice; e.g.]— {a) ‘ Yasya 
hhadlrah sruvo bhaiKiti sa chhandasdmeva rasena avachjati sarascl asyn dhutayo 
hhavnnti; yasya j)arnarnayl jiihurhhavaii na sa pdpani shlokam slirnoti ’ f' If a 
man uses the Sruva made of Khadira-wood, he offers the very essence of 
the Vedas, and his offerings become juicy; if one uses the Juhu made of 
Paldsha‘Wood, he never hoars any evil of himself’];— [h) ' Yasyashvatthi 
npabhrt hhavati brahnmnatvdsyannnynavarimdhe, yasya vaikankati dhruvd 
hJmvatl pratyevdsya dhntayastls(hantf ,afho prawa jdyate, yasaivamirupah sruvd 
bhavanti sarmnyevalnam rupdnl pashundmupatisfhante ndsya aparupam 
dtmati jdyate ’ [‘ If one uses the Upabhrt made of Ashvatfha-wood, he obtains 
food tlirough the Mantra; if one uses the Dhruvd made of Vikankata-wood, 
his offerings become stable and obtain progeny; ho who makes use of such 
Sruvas, all kinds of cattle accrue to him and no ugly progeny is born to him ’ ] 
(Taitli. Sam. 3. 5. 7. 3).—(13) Similarly we have the following declarations 
of certain results following from certain ‘ embellishments ’ in connection 
with the Jyotistoma sacrifice— (a) ‘ Yaduahkte chaksyireva bhrdtrvasya vrhkte' 

I ‘ When one applies collyrium to liis own eyes, he destroys the eyes of liis 
enemy’] (Taitti. Sam. 6. 1. 1. 2);— (b) ' Keshashmashru vapate, dato dhdvate, 
nnkhdyii nlkrntati, srulfi, mrtd va esd tvagamMhyam vd'syaHaddtmani 
shamalayi tadevopahate, medhya eva yyiedhainupalti ’ (‘He shaves his head and 
beard, cleanses his tooth, pares his nails, bathes; perished skin is unclean; 
when he removes it he becomes clean and fit for performing sacrifices ’] (Taitti. 
Sam. 6. 1. 1. 2).—(c) In the following texts wo have declarations of results 
following from certain (minor) acts— (a) ’’Abhlsu vd Uan yajhasya yaddgharan 
(b) * chaksusl vd etau yajnasya yaddjyabhdgam' (‘The two Aghara offerings 
are the two reins of the sacrifice ’ ; ‘ the two Ajyabhdga offerings are the two 
eyes of the Sacrifice’) (Taitti. Sam. 2. 6. 2. 1);—(c) ^Yat praydjdyntydjd 
ijyayite varma vd etai yajnasya kriyate, varrna yajamdnasya bhrdtrivyasya 
ahhihhutyai ’ [‘ When the Praydja and Anuydja offerings are made, it becennes 
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an armour for the Sacrificer^ an armour for the Sacrificer conducive to the 
suppression of his enemy"] (Taitti. Sam. 2. 6. 1. 6). 

Ill regard to these declarations of Results, there arises the question— 
Are these injunctions of actual results ? Or are they only commendatory 
declarations ? 

The Purvapaksa view is that—“ they should be regarded as injunctions 
of actual results ; because an injimction of results prompts the activity 
(expected to bring about those results); e.g. it has been declared that ‘ if a 
person desires virility, his sacrificial post should be made of Khadira-wood ; 
if he desires Brahmic glory, it should be made of Paldsha-wood ; if he desires 
food, it should be made of Bih^a-wood ’ [Aita. Bra. 2. 1]; and just as these 
have been regarded as injunctions of actual results (as admitted by all 
parties), so should the declarations in question also be regarded”. 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta —^These declarations 
of results should be regarded as purely commendatory.—^\^^hy ?— Because 
they \i.e. the things from which the results are said to folloiv] subserve the 
purposes of another —i.e. of the main sacrifice. Vor instance, the Juhu 
(a kind of ladle) is subservient to the act of offeringy the Upahhrt (a kind of 
dish) is subservient to the act of Holding ; the Dhruvd (a kind of vessel) 
is subservient to the act of containing the Clarified Butter ; tlie applying of 
collyrium and shaving, etc., are sxibsorvient to the Sacrificer, and the Aghdra 
and Ajyabhdga, as well as the Praydjas and Annydjas are subservient to 
the Agneya and other sacrifices.—'Such being the case, if these were sub- 
ser\’ient to the Result also, then it would mean that things enjoined in 
one place (in the injunctions of those tilings to which they are subservient) 
are laid down in another place as subservient to yet other tilings ;—and this 
would bo most incongruous.—^Because ‘ subservience ’ consists in subserving 
the purposes of another, and the fact of the things in question subserving 
the purposes of the sacrifice has been made clear by Vedic texts themselves ; 
—e.g. there is the text ' Jtihvd juhoti \ which means that ‘ one performs the 
offering with the Juhu ’ [where the Juhu is spoken of as subserving the 
purpose of the offering of a material at the sacrifice] ; similarly in the other 
cases.—^Froin all this it follows that the things in question do not subserve 
the jnirposes of Man. 

8UTRA (2). 

Also because the originative injunction does not point to the 
Man as the principal factor. 

Bhdsyd. 

Says the Opponent—“ The fact of the thing being subservient to Man 
also is pointed out by the texts quoted—e.g. ‘ One who uses the Juhu made 
of leaves, hears no evil of liimself 

This is not right;—why ?— because the originative injunction does not 
point to the Man as the principal factor. As a matter of fact, in the text 
quoted there is no word which expresses the idea that the Paldsha Juhu 
brings about non-hearing of evil ; all that is said is that ‘ one who has the 
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Paldsha Juhu does not hear evil ’ ; all the idea that follows from the word is 
that ‘ the man who has such a Juhu, for him there is non-hearing of evil ’ ; 
-thus the words of the text say nothing either as to the Juhu bringing about 
the said nonhearing, or as to the Juhu subserving the purposes of Man. 

“We deduce it from Inference, the reasoning being ‘surely 
the PaldsJm Juhu brings about the non-hearing of evil, since whenever the 
Paldaha Juhu is there, there is nonhearhig of evil 

An-noer —There can be no such inference of cause and effect; there is 
the relation of cause and effect between two things when they are so related 
that one (effect) is there when the other (cause) is there, and it is not there 
when the other is not there ;—it is onlv in such a case that there is the 
relation of cause and effect. In the case in question, what we gather from 
the text is that ‘ when there is Paldsha Juhu there is nonhearing of evil\ 
but not that ‘ when the Paldaha Juhu is not there, the non-hearing of evil is 
not there ’ ; that is, there are no words to the effect that ‘ if a man does 
not have the Paldsha Juhu, there is no nonhearing of evil \ Hence it does 
not necessarily follow (from what is actually said in the text) that the 
non-hearing of evil is brought about by the Paldsha Juhu ; in fact, what is 
said is only indicative of the man (who does not hear evil). Hence there 
can be no Inference (like the one put forward by the Opponent). 

Further, as a matter of fact it is found that even where a man has a 
Paldsha Juhu, he does hear evil of himself. —“ How do you know this ? ”—From 
direct perception [i.e. we often find that this is what actually happens]. 

[The Opponent now strikes a fresh line of reasoning]—“ If such be the 
case with the texts under consideration [and no results are actually’' brought 
about by the PaZds/ia then the Agnihotra also should be taken as not 

accomplishing any result; because in that case also, we do not perceive 
any result following immediately after the libation has been poiu:ed.*’ 

This does not affect our position. In the case of the Agnihotra, the 
text does not say that the result follows immediately upon the pouring of 
the libations ; while in the case in question, what is denied is the hearing 
of evil at the very time that the Paldsha Juhu is present ; and hence in this 
latter case, there can be no such Inference as that ‘ this is the cause and 
that the effect ’. In the case of Agnihotra and other similar acts, the 
relation of cause and effect is actually declared by the words of the text 
itself ; hence, even though the result is not seen to appbar at the time, there 
is the conviction that it will come in due course of time. Such is not the 
case with those things that we are considering (the Paldsha Juhu and the 
Test); hence the condusion is that no result follows from these things. 

Opponent —“ When the text says that ‘ a man who has a Paldsha Juhu 
does not hear evil of himself'’, it follows from this that this (non-hearing of 
^evil) is the result that follows from that same Paldsha Juhu ; so that in this 
case also this result might come about in due course of time [even though 
at the time the man miglit actually be hearing evil of himself].” 

Answer —It is true that the said idea may be there; but what is 
the authority for it ?—that is what we are considering. Sense-perception 
does not countenance the idea; nor Analogy or other such means of cogni- 
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tion as pertain to visible things ; not even Word ; as has been already ex¬ 
plained above (under Su. 1. 1. 25) where it has been shown that the meaning 
of the sentence as a whole must be one that is made up of the meanings of 
the words composing that sentence.—Thus then, there being no authority for 
the idea put forward by the Opponent, it should be regarded as a wrong 
idea. Tn the case of sentences used in common parlance, it is found that, 
as they pertain to things (of the world) that are already known, they are 
used and understood even in such a way that words are supplied from 
without and other methods of indirect interpretation are also resorted to, 
—such as altering the forms of words, connecting words far removed from each 
other and so on. [Hence there is chance of such sentences giving rise to 
many wrong ideas.]—Similarly, even in the case of things not amenable 
to (spoken of by means of) words there are wrong cognitions bearing all the 
semblance of right cognition ; for instance, in the case of the Mirage and 
such illusions. 

Then again, what is spoken of in the texts is something existing at the 
present time ; while as a matter of fact, the result mentioned is not found 
to be existing at the present time. From this it follows that the results 
mentioned would not come when the Sriiva made of Khadira~\oood and other 
things are there. Thus then, it comes to this that, when the Sruva made of 
Khadiraavood {Paldsha Julm) and other things are there, the result spoken of 
comes about, and also it does not come about,—and that when those things are 
not there, the result may or may not come about;—so that it cannot be 
ascertained what that is from which a particular result follows.—From all 
this it follows that when sentences like those under consideration are uttered, 
they do not lead to any activity, nor to any cessation from activity ; and 
thus not serving any purpose regarding the activity of man, they are 
useless. 

On the other hand, if they are taken as commendatory declarations, 
then there is a useful purpose served by the Khadira-wood and other things, 
in the shape of the Sruva and other articles which become useful in the per¬ 
formance of sacrifices. If these articles did not serve any useful purpose 
in connection with sacrifices, then there might have been some occasion 
for considering whether or not, through some method of verbal interpreta* 
tion, we could deduce the idea that they actually bring about the results 
mentioned. As it is however, why should we assume any such thing ? 

From all this it follows that texts like those we are considering are com¬ 
mendatory declarations ; and in the case of a commendatory declaration^ 
the mention of a thing which does not exist as existing would be explained 
as being said in praise. 

SUTRA (3). 

The result can be taken as actually following only in a case 

WHERE THE MaN IS SPOKEN OF AS THE PRINCIPAL FACTOR. 

Bhd^ya. 

It has been argued that—“ just as in the case of such texts as ‘for one 
desiring virility, one should make the sacrificial post of Khadira-wood z 
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and for one desiring food, one should make it of Bilva-v7ood, and for one 
desiring Brahmic glory, one should make it of Paldsha-wood ’ [the result 
is taken as actually following from the things mentioned] [so should it bo in the 
case of the texts in question also]”.—But in the case of those other texts it 
is right that it should be so taken ; as in them there is the Injunction ending 
in ^ Kurydt^ (‘should make’), which actually lays down the connection 
between Virility and the Khadira-wood^ —and it doea not speak of anything 
existing at the present time. Hence there is no incongruity (in our accepting 
the Result as following in one case and not accepting it in the other).— 
In fact, persons conversant with the principles of interpretation of words 
and sentences read the following couplet in this connection— 

‘ In all Vedas, the following five words are the true signs of an Injunc¬ 
tion (1) Kurydt (should make), (2) Kriyeta (should be made), (3) Kartavymn 
(ought to be made), (4) bhavet (should be), and (5) Sydt (may be).’ 

People who make this pronouncement think that the Injimctive ending 
is the only indicative of a text being an Injunction.—In the two texts cited 
by the Opponent, we have the Injunctive ending.—Hence the citing of these 
(in the present discussion) is entirely futile [there being no injunctive ending 
in the texts under consideration]. 



ADHiKAitAisrA (2): What is ‘ naimittiTca ’ {contingent^ non- 
essential) does not appertain to what is ‘ nitya ’ 
{compulsory^ essential). 

StJTRA (4). 

In a case whebe a contingent detail has been prescribed the 

DETAIL FOB THE (COMPULSORY) SACRIFICE SHOULD BE OTHER 
THAN THAT ; BECAUSE THE FORMER IS CONTINGENT 
UPON SPECIAL CIRCUMSTANCES. 

Bhd^ya. 

(A) In connection with the Jyoti8to7na, a contingent detail has been 
laid down in the following text—‘ Bdrhadgiram hrdhmamtsya hrahmasdma 
kwrydty pdrthurtiayam rdjanyaaya, rdyobdjiyam vaishyasya ’ If the sacrificer 
ia a Brdhmana, one should sing for him the Brahmasaman called Bdrhadgira ; 
if he is a KsaMriya, that called Pdrthurashmya ; if he is a Vaishya, that called 
Ra/yobdjiya ’].—(B) Similarly, in connection with Agnichayana, a contingent 
detail has been laid down in the following text—‘ Sdhasram prathamam 
chinvdnah chinvUa, dvisdhasram dvUlyam, trisahasram trtlyam * [‘ When the 
Agnichayana is being performed for the first time, one should set up an altar 
consisting of one thousand bricks ; when for the second time, of 2,000 bricks ; 
when for the third time, of 3,000 bricks ’ (Taitti. Sana. 5. 6. 8. 2).—(C) Similarly 
in connection with the Darsha-Purnamdsa certain contingent details are 
laid down thus—* Oodohanena pa^hukdmasya pranayU, kdrhasyena hrahmavar- 
chasa-kdmasyay mdrtikena pratipfhdkdmasya ’ [‘If the sacrificer desires 
cattle, one should fetch water in a milking vessel ; if he desires Brahmic 
glory, then in a vessel of bell-metal; if he desires honour, in an earthen 
vessel ’]. 

In regard to these contingent details, there arises the question—Are 
these same contingent details to be adopted in the compulsory acts also ? 
Or are other details to be adopted at the various compulsory acts ? 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows:—“These same 
details are to be adopted at the compulsory acts also.—^Why ?—The details in 
question,—(A) the singing of the Brahmasaman [(B) the making of the altar 
and (C) the fetching of water] have to be done at the compulsory acts ; as they 
have been enjoined ; and being enjoined, they need the means of accom¬ 
plishment to be mentioned in close proximity to themselves ; as a matter 
of fact, no such means are laid down (in reference to the compulsory acts) 
at all;—and the contingent details happen to be in close proximity to them ; 
—and under the circumstances, it is only reasonable that the compulsory 
acts should have their requirements met by these contingent details.—Why 
so ?—Because the contingent detail is near at hand, and hence its connection is 
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indicated by Syntactical Connection ; while none other is found to be directly 
asserted by any text. The incongruity too that is involved in taking what 
is contingent on special circumstances to be universal is the same as that 
involved in assuming what has not been asserted (in the Veda).—The 
‘Opponent might say—‘ Those details have been spoken of as contingent on 
certain conditions’.—The answer to this is as follows—When a thing is 
mentioned in a context, even though it may liave been mentioned as 
connected with one act, it may become connected with another act also ; 
for instance, though a canal is dug for irrigating paddy, yet people drink 
water out of it and also bathe in it; so would it be in the case in question 
also [i.e. though the details are mentioned in connection with certain special 
conditions, yet they may be connected with those acts also where those 
conditions are not present].—Or [at least in the case of the sentence 
‘ godohanl&na paahukdmaaya pranayet \ ‘ for one desiring cattle, water 

should be fetched in the milking vessel the sentence contains within itself 
the simple sentence ‘ godohanena pranayet ’ [‘ one should fetch in a 

milking vessel ’] where the fetching in the milking vessel is laid 
down without reference to any partictilar desire. And what is thus directly 
asserted cannot be ignored. Then as regards the term ‘ pashukcnnasya ’ 
(‘ for one desiring cattle ’), it can serve the purpose of connecting that desire 
for cattle with the fetching of water, but it cannot sot aside what has been 
expressed by the shorter sentence ; hirther, when a sentence has oncf' expressed 
a meaning, such meaning cannot, without sufficient reason, be held to be 
one to which no significance is meant to bo attached. There are many 
sentences that are expressive of two judgments, e.g.—‘ Shveto dhdvati 
alamhusdndm ydtd ’ [‘ The white horse is running, which goes to the Alambusd 
country ’ ] [where there are two ideas expressed—(1) ‘ the white horse is 
running * and (2) ‘ the horse is going to the Alamlmsd country’].—From all 
this it follows that the contingent details should find room in the compulsory 
acts also.” 

In answer to the above we have the following Siddhdnia — Tn a case 
where a contingent detail has been prescribed, the detail for the compulsory 
sacrifice should be other than that ;—^why ?— because the former is mentioned 
as being contingent upon special circumstances ; as a matter of fact, the detail 
that is laid down is made contingent upon special circumstances ; hence 
that detail can find no place in a case where those special circumstances are 
not present. 

It has been argued that the details are such as must be performed.— 
They will certainly be performed where it is necessary to perform them. 

As for the argument that—“ in connection with the compulsory 
sacrifice, no other means for accomplishing the Brahmasdman and the rest 
has been laid down, save the contingent details in question ”—w hat is 
laid down in a general way (without reference to any sacrifice) may be 
adopted ; hence there wdll be no difficulty.—“ What is that (which is laid 
down in this general way) ? ”—(a) ‘ Ahhivarta ’ is such a Brahmasdman, (b) 
the Agni is that mentioned in the eighteenth mantra (?), and (c) the Vdrafuj, 
is the vessel for fetching water. 
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It has been argued that—“ the Brahmasdman and other factors would 
natitpally become connected with the contingent details in question which 
are mentioned in the same context and in close proximity to them — 
We say, no; the ‘ context ’ is not one of the contingent details, Bdrhadgira 
and the rest.—It might be said that “ the Brahmasdman and the rest would 
become connected with such stotra-hymns and other details as may be found 
mentioned in the same context —This also is not possible. Though the 
stotra-hymns^ etc., mentioned in the context are compulsory (essential), yet 
it is the BdrhadqWa and the rest that are found to be indicated by Syntactical 
Connection as being contingent upon certain conditions ; and Syntactical 
Connection is more authoritative than Context. 

Then again, it has been argued that—“ the fact that the contingent 
details are applicable to the compulsory sacrifice is deduced from the sentence, 
by reason of proximity ”.—But such deduced meanings of sentences cannot 
set aside general principles ; and as a matter of fact, the Bdrhadgira and other 
contingent details have their use only when those contingencies are present. 
—From all this it follows that at the various compulsory sacrifices the details 
should be other than the contingent details in question. 

Another argument that has been urged is that—“ the larger sentence 
‘ for one desiring cattle, he should fetch water with the milking vessel ’ 
contains the shorter sentence ‘ he should fetch water in the milking vessel ’ ; 
and what is signified by this shorter sentence (that at all sacrifices water 
should be fetched in the milking vessel) cannot be rejected ;—i.o. without 
sufficient reason it carmot be held that this idea is not meant to be 
expressed; because in reality the larger sentence expresses two ideas [(1) 
that water should be fetched in the milking vessel and (2) that it should he 
so fetched for one ivho desires cattle] 

The answer to this is as follows :—^'Phere is sufficient reason why the 
said idea cannot be taken as meant to be expressed.—“ What is that reason ? ’’ 
—^The reason is that it is not possible that both should be done at the same 
time;—i.e. at one and the same time, the sentence cannot express the idea 
signified by the whole sentence, and also express the idea signified by a 
part of it.—“Why?”—The verb ''pranayati (‘should fetch’) is formed 
with the prefix ^pra\ the root ‘ni’ and the injunctive affix and it denotes its 
meaning by ‘ Direct Assertion ’;—the ‘ milking vessel ’, etc., also as connected 
with the ‘ fetching ’ are denoted by ‘ Direct Assertion ’, as well as ‘ Syntacti¬ 
cal Cormection’;—but as for the connection between the result (‘ acquiring 
of cattle ’) and ‘ the milking vessel, etc.’ it is indicated by ‘ Syntactical 
Connection ’ only, not by ‘ Direct Assertion ’ at all.—If (in answer to this) 
it be argued that—“ the connection of the ‘ fetching ’ with the ‘ milking 
vessel, etc.’, and also the connection of the ‘ milking vessel ’ with the Result, 
are both expressed (by ‘Direct Assertion’)”,—then, the answer is that, 
that cannot be ; as in that case, the sentence would be expressing two distinct 
ideas, and this would involve a syntactical split;—for which there is no 
justification. 

The example of a sentence expressing two ideas has been cited;— 
‘ Shveto dhdvati alamhitsdndm ydtd ’ [‘ The white horse is running, going to the 
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Alambusd covintry * ]. In the case of such a sentence it may be possible for 
both ideas to be expressed, in the absence of any special circumstance 
indicating that only one idea is meant to be expressed.—In the case in question 
however, there is such a special circumstance, in the shape of the term ‘ Kama * 
(in ^pashukdmasya'). The connection of the ‘milking vessel, etc.’, with the 
action (of fetching water) [without any reference to the ‘ desire ’ for cattle] 
[which has been held by the Opponent to be one of the two ideas directly 
expressed by the sentence] could be taken to be the ‘ directly expressed ’ 
meaning of the sentence only if that were all that was meant to be declared ; 
and in that case the presence of the term ^ Kama ^ (‘desire’) would have 
to be regarded as a mistake ;—as a matter of fact however, it is not a 
mistake; and yet, if what is exprevssed by the shorter sentence were accepted 
as meant to be ‘ directly expressed ’, then any connection with the term 
^ Kama' (‘desire’) would be impossible.—From all this it follows that the 
sentence does not express two ideas, and the only idea expressed by the 
sentence is the connection between the ‘ milking vessel ’ and the ‘ Desire * 
(Kama) ; and hence what is said here cannot find place in the compulsory 
sacrifice. 

[Similarly in the case of all the other texts.] 



Adhikarana (3): Things like ‘ curds ’ appertain to the 
compulsory as well as the optional or contingent 
sacrifices: ‘ Samyogaprthattvanydya\ the Law 
of Connection and Disconnection. 

S0TRA (5). 

In a case where one and the same thing is both (compulsory, 

ESSENTIAL, AS WELL AS CONTINGENT, NON-ESSENTIAL), THERE 
IS CONNECTION AND DISCONNECTION. 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Agnihotra, we read ‘ DadhndjuhoU ’ (‘ One should 
offer curds’),—and then again ^ Dadhnd indriyakdmasya juhuydt' [‘For 
one desiring efficient sense-organs, one should offer curds ’].—Similarly in 
connection with the Agnlaomtya, we have the text ‘ Khddire badhndti ’ (‘ Should 
tie the animal to the post made of Khadira-wood ’),—^and then again ‘ Khddi- 
ram mryakdmasya yupam kurydt ’ [‘ For one desiring virility, one should 
make the post of Kkadira-wood ’]—[In both these cases, the same thing, 
curds t has been laid down as to be used at the compulsory Homa, as also 
at the Homa performed with a special desire,—and the Khadira-wood has 
been laid down as to be used at the compulsory sacrifice as also at the 
sacrifice performed with a special desire]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question—Is here also the thing to be 
used at the compulsory act to be other than that used at the optional 
(contingent) act ? Or the same that is used at the contingent act ? 

The Purvapakaa view is that—“ it should be different, according to 
the principle arrived at in the foregoing Adhikarana 

In answer to this we have the following Siddhdnta — In a case where 
one and the same thing is both —i.e. compulsory as well as contingent (optional), 
— there is connection and disconnection^ which is a reason (for the same 
thing being used at both); that is, in this case there is ‘ connection and 
disconnection ’ (of the same thing): in one case there is ‘ connection ’ (of 
the thing, curds t with all Homa) expressed by the sentence ' Dadhnd juhoti* , 
cmd in another, there is ‘ disconnection ’ (of the thing from all Homa except 
the one performed for a man desiring efficierU sense-organs), expressed by the 
sentence ‘ Dadhnd indriyakdmasya juhuydt —Similarly in the other case, 
there is ‘ connection ’ (of the Khadira-wood, with ell posts), expressed by the 
sentence ‘ Khddvrl badhndti \ and also * disconnection ’ (of the same 
from all posts, except the one for the man desiring virility), expressed by 
the sentence Khddiram mryakdmasya, etc.’.—^From ell this, it follows that 
the curds and the Khadira-wood and other things similarly circumstanced 
appertain to the Comptdsory as well as the Contingent act. 
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StJTRA (6). 

“ The second may be subsidiary to the first —if this 

IS URGED,-[then THE ANSWER IS AS IN THE NEXT 

StJTRA]. 

Bhdsya. 

The Opponent may ask—“ Why cannot the second be subsidiary to 
the first ? That is, the result in the shape of ‘ efficiency of sense-organs ’ 
which is spoken of in the second sentence as following from the use of curds 
in Homa, may be taken as following from the use of the same curds that 
have been spoken of in the first sentence, ‘ dadhnd juhoti —similarly, the 
resvilt in the shape of ‘ virility * which is spoken of in the second sentence 
as following from the use of the Khadira-v/oody may be taken as following 
from the same KJmdira-wood which has been spoken of in the first sentence 
^ Khddire hadhndti \ So that in both cases, the two sentences are to be 
construed together forming a single sentence —If tliis is your opinion, then 
oiu* answer is as follows :— 

SUTRA (7). 

That cannot be ; as the two things are entirely distinct. 

Bhdsya. 

What has been said in the foregoing Sutra is not possible ; as the two 
things are entirely distinct ; i.e. the connection between the curds and the Ilomn 
(expressed by the first sentence) is something entirely distinct from the 
connection between curds and. efficient sense-organs (expressed by the second 
sentence) ; similarly the connection between the Post of Khadira-wood is some¬ 
thing entirely distinct from the connection between the Post of Khadira-wood 
and virility. They are two distinct things; and both are meant to be 
enjoined (by the two sentences) ;—^we have seen that it is ‘ one sentence ’ 
when it speaks of one thing only ; in the case in question, as there are two 
things, there would be a syntactical split (if the two sentences were treated 
as ‘ one sentence ’).—How ? ”—^The injimetive ending appearing with the 
root ‘/m ’ (in the word ^ juhoti^) can enjoin the accessory (curds) only 
if the directly expressed injunction of Homa is not possible ; and it can 
enjoin the connection between that accessory (curds) and the Result (efficient 
sense-organs) only if the injunction of the accessory is not possible. In the 
latter case therefore, the Direct Assertion would be abandoned for the sake 
of Syntactical Connection ; as nothing could be possible as well as impossible 
at one and the same time.—From all this it follows that contingent is the 
same as that which is used at the compulsory act. 



ADHiKABAifA (4): The ‘ Living on Milk ’ and such other 
peumvces subserve the purposes of the sacrifice. 

StJTRA (8). 

The embellishment of things subserving the purposes of actions 
MUST be regarded AS SUBSERVING THE PURPOSES OF THE 

SACRIFICE. 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Jyotiatoma we read—‘ Payovratam hrdh- 
mawiayay ya'Ddgu rdjanyaaya, dmikad vaiahyaaya ’ [‘ Living on millv is the 
penance for the Brdhmana, Rice-gruel for the Kaattriya and Curdled Milk 
for the Vai^hya ’] (Taitti. Sam. 6. 2. 5. 2-3). 

In regard to this, there arises the question—Is this Penance a detail 
pertaining to the Man, or to the Sacrifice ? 

The Purvapakaa view is that—“ Syntactical Connection, setting aside 
the Context, indicates the penance as pertaining to the Man 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta —‘ Penance ’ is an 
embellishment for the maintaining of the body and for imparting strength 
to it, and as such, it must pertain to the Men who subserve the purposes 
of the sacrifice,—and hence this embellishment must be taken as sub¬ 
serving the purposes of the sacrifice, specially as in so doing the indication 
of the ‘ Context ’ becomes honoured.—“ But by Syntactical Connection, the 
Penance is indicated as appertaining to the Man.”—Not so, we reply ; 
because, if it did so then, it would be necessary to assume a result (desired 
by the Man) ; whereas in regard to the sacrifice, the effect produced by the? 
embellishment is already definitely known, being, as it is, included in the 
declaration of the entire procedure of the aacriflee which is the principal 
factor.—For these reasons the Penance should be taken as pertaining to 
the Sacrifice. 

SUTRA (9). 

Each being distinct, the mention of the Man serves the purpose 
OF restricting the Penances (within their respective 

spheres). 

Bhdsya. 

Queatian —“ Why then should the Man be mentioned at all ? ” 

Anaioer —It serves the purpose of restricting the Penances within their 
respective spheres,—the meaning being that ‘ the penance of Living upon 
Milk is performed in connection with the Jyotiatoma only when that 
s 6 W 3 rifice is performed by a Brahmana, not when it is performed by any other 
man.—Similarly in the other cases. 
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Adiiikarana (5) : Sacrifices like the Vishvajit 
fruitful, bringing about definite results: 

Vishvajitn-nydya {A)\ 

8UTRA (10). 

JPtTbvapak^a]—“ Inasmuch as the Result is not mentioned in the 
Injunction, the Action only should be taken as enjoined ; 

SPECIALLY BECAUSE WHAT IS NOT ACTUALLY SPOKEN OF 
IN THE TEXT SHOULD NOT BE RECOGNISED 
(as AUTHORISED BY IT).’’ 

Bhdsya. 

There are the following texts—‘ Taarmlt pitrhhyah purvidyuh karoti ’ 
Therefore on the previous day. they perform it in honour of the Pitrs ’] 
(Taitti. Sarh. 2. 5. 3. G) ;—then again, ‘ Sarvebhyo vd ddnebhyah, 

sarvebhyashchhnndobhyah, sarvebhyah prsthebhyah dtmdnamdgurate yah 
.sattrdydyurate^—sa vishvajltd atlrdtrena aarvaprathena aarvaatomena aarva- 
vedaaadakainena yajeta ’ {'‘ He who takes a vow for the Sattra takes a vow 
for all deities, all metres and all ehaiits ; he should offer the Atirdtra Viahvajity 
at which all the 2 ^T?tha and atonm are used and at which one’s entire 
property is given away as the sacrificial Fee ’] (Taitti. Bra. 1. 4. 7. 7). 

In regard to the Viahvajlt sacrifice here laid down and also others 
similarly spoken of,—there arises the question—What is it that enjoined 
here ? the mere action—or the action as bringing about results ? 

On this question, the Purvajyakaa view is as follows ;—“ The sacrifice in 
question should be taken as not bringing about any results ; —why ?— 
hecaitae no reault ia mentioned in the injunction^ and in matters upon which 
trustworthy word is the sole means of knowledge, what ia not apoken of in 
the text ahould not be recogniaed (aa aiUhoriaed). —‘ But it has been declared 
that acts prescribed in the Veda are fruitful (bring desirable results) — 
The answer to this is that what has been declared is that acts are to be 
recognised as fruitful because they are found to be spoken of as associated 
with results, not simply because they have been prescribed in the Veda.— 
‘ In that case from the fact of the acts being recognised as what should be 
done, we shall deduce that they are conducive to results; because the 
act that brings about happy results is what should be done.’—The answer 
to this is that the idea that such an act should be done is inconsistent with 
perceptible facts ; we directly perceive that the performance of the act 
has unpleasant consequences (the performance of an elaborate sacrifice 
is always a source of trouble and discomfort) ; under the circumstances, 
even if there were a text declaring such an act to be conducive to happy 
results, it could not be accepted as true,—being, as it is, inconsistent with a 
perceptible fact; in fact such a text would be as trustworthy as such absurd 
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assertions as—‘Dry gourds sink in water’, ‘Stones float on water’, ‘Fire 
is cool —^Then again, the fact of the act leading to agreeable results would 
be deduced from Inference—the inferential reasoning being—Because the 
act is one that should be done, it must be conducive to happy results ;— 
and certainly Perception is more reliable than Inference.—From all this we 
conclude that acts like those in question are not conducive to any results. 

“ ‘ But we might assume the result on the basis of the reasoning that 
the injunction of the act would bo useful only if the act led to a desirable 
result.’—The answer to this is that it would be quite reasonable to assert 
that the injunctive sentence is useless; as there are many declarations that 
are useless—such declarations, for instance, as ‘Ten pomegranates’, ‘Six 
cakes’ and so forth.—‘ But the performance of the Vishvajit is conducive 
to happiness.*— Answer —^What is conducive to happiness is the ApUrva 
(the Transcendental Force), not the performance ; and the sentence in question 
does not say anything as to the Apurva being such as should be done (or 
brovight about) ; in fact the presence of the Apurva is assumed only in cases 
where the result is spoken of as to be brought about; and what speaks of 
the result as to be brought about is a sentence^ not a word ; and in the case 
in question the sentence does not mention any result;—from all this we 
conclude that the text in question is not injimctive of the Apurva ; all 
that it enjoins is the mere action ; and this action brings no result at the 
tiihe that it is done (this we see actually); nor can it bring about any result 
in the future, because it is evanescent (and does not exist after tlie per¬ 
formance is over); so that if a result were assumed to follow from the action, 
it could be assumed to bring it about only through an Apurva, which, 
in its turn, would have to be assumed on the basis of the assumed result;— 
thus there would be an interdependence; and mutually interdependent things 
are not fit for being assumed.—From all this it follows that actions like 
those in question are not conducive to any results. 

“ Says the Opponent—We shall presume the sentence declaring the 
result to be understood \—The answer to this is that in a case where the 
sentence is complete in itself, it is not open to us to presume anything as 
being understood ;—the sentence in question is actually complete in itself, 
in the form ‘ the Vishvajit sacrifice should be performed ’ ; and here there 
is no word that stands in need of a word which could be supplied, on the 
basis of that need, and with which the Result could be connected. For 
example, even in reference to an unsafe road, there may be such a deceptive 
advice as—‘ The road is quite safe, you may go by it ’ ; and this sentence, 
being quite complete in itself, does not require to have any words supplied 
by the Deceiver; so in the same manner, the sentence in question does not 
need to have any words supplied as understood.—Then again, if the sentence 
were to be connected with words presumed to be understood, it could be 
only in this form—‘ The Vishvajit Sacrifice should be performed,—such and 
such a result will follow ’ ; and there would be two ideas expressed here, 
while the sentence in its original form has been foimd to be expressive of' 
a single idea.—^From this also it follows that actions like those in question 
are not conducive to any result.” 
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StJTRA (11). 

[Siddh4nta]— In reality, the declaration (of the Result) would 

BE GOT AT BY IMPLICATION,-SUCH BEING THE FORCE OF THE 

DECLARATION ITSELF ; WORDS ARE UNDERSTOOD TO BE 
CONNECTED WITH ONE ANOTHER, ON THE BASIS OF THE 
FACT THAT WHAT IS EXPRESSED BY WORDS IS MEANT 
TO SERVE A USEFUL PURPOSE ; AND WHEN NO 
USEFUL PURPOSE IS SERVED BY WHAT IS EXPRESSED 
BY THE WORDS, THE WORDS ARE NOT TAKEN TO 
BE CONNECTED WITH ONE ANOTHER, EVEN 
THOUGH THEY MAY BE CLOSE TOGETHER ; FOR 
THESE REASONS, THE WORD (EXPRESSING 
THE RESULT) SHOULD BE TAKEN 
AS FORMING PART OF THE 
VeDIC TEXT. 

Bhdsya. 

The phrase ' api vd\ ‘ in reality % implies the rejection of the Purva- 
paksa view. It is not tme that the action in question is not conducive to 
any result; as in reality, the declaration of the Residt would be got at by im¬ 
plication. —“ By what implication ? ”—By the implication of the assertion 
that soinetliing is to be accomplished.—Says the Opponent—“ If action 
itself were taken as to be accomplished by the Vishvajit, then tliis would be 
inconsistent with a perceptible fact [the sacrifice is not foimd to bring 
about an action].”—We do not mean that it is action that is meant to be 
accomplished.—“ Then what ? ”—What we mean is that something else is 
to be accompUshed by means of the action.—[This ‘ something ’ is a pui’pose 
of the Man ; the meaning being that ‘ by means of the sacrifice one should 
accomplish the Man’s purpose—says the Tantraratna —Thus it is in regard 
to this something to be accomplished^ for the expressing of which the sentence 
needs a word ; that is where the supplying of an imderstood word comes 
ill. In many cases such supplying of understood words is very common. 
For instance, when one says ‘ the door, the door it is necessary to supply 
the word ‘ close ’ or ‘ open ’.—“ But how do you know that in the case in 
question some word has to be supplied as understood ? ”— Because such is 
the force of the declaration itself ; that is, it is only if we supply some word 
(expressive of something to be accomplished) that the declaration can servo 
a useful purpose and also express the intended meaning.—From ail this we 
conclude that the sacrifice in question is not one that does not bring about 
any result. 

Says the Opponent—“ The word that may be supplied as understood, 
will be of human origin, hence what would be learnt from it would not be 
authoritative ”. 

Answer —We shall not supply any new word ; all that we shall do is to 
construe this same text in question along with another Vedic text. 

7 
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Opponent — “ That cannot be done ; it is only a word in close proximity 
to another that can form a sentence with it and thereby make it possible 
for the idea to be expressed by that sentence ;—this cannot be done with 
a yard remotely situated 

Answer —Even when a word is remotely separated from another, it 
may set aside the intervening factors, and thereby appear in the mind of 
the man as if in close proximity to the other word, and being connected 
with it, express a particular idea (as expressed by the two words forming 
a sentence); e.g. in the following couplet— 

‘ Itah pashyasi dhdvanUim dure jdtam vanaspatim 
Tvdm hravlmi vishdldksi yd pinakai jaradgavam * 

[‘ I tell you, O large-eyed one, who art concealing from view the distant 
tree ! Do you see the old bull running away from here ? ’] 

We find that the expression that comes to the mind first is ‘ Itah 
pashyasi * and this becomes connected with the word ‘‘jaradgavam \ which is 
separated from it by the intervening words ‘ dure jdtam vanaspatim, etc. 
after having set aside all these latter.—As a matter of fact, words are under’ 
stood to he connected with one another^ on the basis of the fact that what is 
expressed by words is meant to serve a useful purpose ; and on this basis even 
words that are separate from one another come to be construed together. 
If the words concerned are such as do not serve any useful purpose (by being 
construed together), then they are not fit to be construed together, even 
though they may be in close juxtaposition ; for instance, in the couplet quoted 
above, the words ‘ yd pinaksi jaradgavam ’ are not construed together (even 
though they are in juxtaposition).—From all this it will be seen that the 
words supplied as understood would not make the sentence one of 
human origin. 

“ But the need that is felt for supplying the words is in the man.” 

The need is not in regard to the Vedic sentence ; in fact it is a means 
of imderstanding the meaning of the Vedic sentence ; what happens is that 
when the requirements of a certain word are not met by the word nearest 
to it, then, on the strength of the useful purpose to be served by the sentence, 
wo have recourse to having the said requirements met by another word. 

From all this it follows that the word expressing the result (which may 
be thus construed) is a part of the Vedic text itself ; that is to say, the word 
denoting the ‘ desire for result % even though foimd at a distance (from the 
text laying down the Vishvajit sacrifice) should be taken as a part of this 
text. 

StJTRA (12). 

The MEANINa of the sentence (as pboposbd) would be got at as 

IN THE CASE OF THE ACCESSORY DETAIL AND THE 
MEANING OF (ANOTHER) SENTENCE. 

Bhd§ya, 

We have the text ‘ Indrdya rdjne shukarah * [‘ The boar to King Indra ’] 
(Taitti. Sarh. 5. 6. 11. 1); now this is taken as enjoining the particular 
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accessory detail (the Boar as the animal to be sacrificed) by construing it 
along with the injunctive word in another sentence ; in the same manner, 
we would get at the declaration of the Result of the Vishvajit sacrifice by 
construing the sentence enjoining that sacrifice with words expressive .of 
the Result found in another sentence. Similarly, in the case of the sentence 
* Vartmo vd etamagre pratyagrh^^dt \ the meaning of the sentence has been 
got at by having recourse to ‘ vyavadhdranakalpand * (i.e. by connecting 
sentences and words far removed from one another); similarly it should be 
in the present case also. 



Adhikarana (6); Sacrifices like the Vishvajit have a 
• single Result: ‘ Vishvajin-nydya {B) \ 

SUTRA (13). 

[Purvapak^a]— It should be taken as bringing about all 

results; as no particular result has been specifically 

MENTIONED 

Bhd§ya, 

It has been understood that the actions laid down in such texts as— 
* On the previous day one makes the offering to the Pitrs ’ (Taitti. Sam, 
2. 5. 3. 6), and ‘ One should perform the Vishvajit sacrifice ’ are conducive 
to Results.—Now there arises the question—Does the action bring about 
all results ? Or only one ? 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows :—“ It should 
he taken as bringing about all results, —why ?— because no particular result 
has been specifically mentioned ; i.e. it has not been specified that ‘ this is 
the result ’ brought about by tliis action ; if there were any such result men¬ 
tioned, it would certainly have been known.—^From tliis it follows that, there 
being no specification, the action should be taken as bringing about all 
results,” 

SUTRA (14). 

[Siddhanta]—In reality only one result follows from it ; as 
THE Injunction is one only. 

Bhd§ya. 

Only one result should be taken as following from the action ;—in reality, 
it cannot bring about all results.—Why ?— Because the Injuncticni is one 
only. It has been explained that the Injunction of the action in question 
stands in need of, and becomes connected with, a word denoting ‘ desire 
for a result ’ ; even if a sentence were capable of being connected with several 
such words, it should be connected with only one such ; because its needs 
would be met by that one word alone, so that there would be no justifica¬ 
tion for its being connected with any other.—From this it follows that the 
most reasonable view is to liave only one injunction of the procedure of the 
action; and hence it can be conducive to only one result. 



Adhikarana (7): Sacrifices like the Vishvajit lead to 
the attainment of Heaven: ‘ Vishvajin-nydya {C)\ 

SUTRA (15). 

That one Result would be ‘ Heaven a.s that is equally 

DESIRABLE FOB ALL. 

Bha^ya. 

Ill regard to the actions that we have been considering, it has been 
understood that only one result is brought about by the action.—Now 
there arises the question—Fs this one Result anything (that one may desire) 
—Or is it* Heaven only ? 

The Purvapakm view is that—“ it may be anything ; as no particular 
result has been specifically mentioned ”, 

In answer to this, the SiMhdnta is as follows ;— That one Result would 
be Heathen, as that is equally desirable for all ; that is, all men desire Heaven.— 
But why so ? ”—Because ‘ Heaven ’ is happinessj and everyone seeks for 
happiness.—“ What if it is so ? ”—If it is so, then a word which has a 
general denotation {Happiness in General) cannot be restricted to anything 
particular ; as wo find in the case of such general terms as ‘ should sacrifice ’, 
* should do ’ and tlie like.—From this it follows that actions like those we 
are considering are conducive to the one result— Heaven. 

SUTRA ( 16 ). 

Also because such is the common notion (of people). 

Bhdsya. 

The common notion among people is that ‘ Heaven is the result of 
an action whose result is not specified ’ ; as we find people making such 
assertions as—' Devadatta has laid out a public park, he is sure to attain 
Heaven ’, ‘ Devadatta has dug a tank, he is sure to attain Heaven *.— 
“ What if it is so ? ”—In this way we find that people have this notion 
regarding Heaven ; that is why m the case of actions conducive to Heaven, 
they do not mention the result at all ; it is left to be understood.—From this 
also we conclude that actions like those we are considering bring about the 
single result, Heaven. 



Adhikabana (8) : The Result of the Ratrisatra is that 
which is spoken of in the Commendatory 
Passage: ‘ Ratrisatranydya \ 

SOTRA (17). 

[PtjRVAPAK^A]—‘‘ In regard TO THE SACRIFICE, THE SENTENCE IS 
COMMENDATORY, UKE THE SENTENCE SPEAKING OF THE 
ACCESSORY DETAIL,—^SO SAYS KIr^NAJINI 


In connection with the Rdlri-aacrifices, we read—‘ Pratitiathanti ha vd 
ya Ud upayanti ; brahmavarchaavhio 'nnddd bhavanti ya etd upayanti* 
Those who have recourse to these sacrifices become famous ; those who have 
recourse to these become endowed with Brahmic glory and also eater.s of 
food *]. 

In regard to these, there arises the question—‘ Are those sentences 
merely commendatory declarations of results ? Or are they injunctions of 
results actually following from the sacrifices ? 

On this question, the Pilrmpakaa view is as follows :—“ These are 
mere commendatory declarations of results,—says Karsnajini.—‘ Why ? ’— 
Because the words of the sentence are similar to those of commendatory 
declarations of results.—‘ What is this similarity ? ’—The absence of the 
Injunctive ending ;—as in the case of the sentence speaking of the acceaaory 
detail ;—i.e. sentences like—‘ One who uses the Sruia of Khadira-wood^ 
offers with the very essence of the Vedas* (Taitti. Sam. 3. 5. 7. 1).” 


SUTRA (18). 

[Siddhanta]—AtrBya says that what is spoken of should be 

TAKEN AS THE ACTUAL RESULT ; BECAUSE IT IS SO MENTIONED ; 

IF NO RESULT WERE MENTIONED, ONE WOULD 
HAVE TO BE INFERRED* 

Bhd§ya. 

The teaoher AtrSya however has held that results actually follow from 
acts like the Rdtri-aacriflcea, and hence the sentence in question is not a mere 
commendatory declaration.—“ Why ? ”—^Even if no results were mentioned 
in connection with them, it would be necessary to assume a supplementary 
sentence laying down such results, and rather than assume a sentence far 
removed from the injimction of the act itself, it would be better to assume 
one in close proximity to it;—as a matter of fact, one such sentence in close 
proximity to the injimction is already there (in the shape of the sentence 
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under consideration) (and it has not got to be assumed); in fact, we actually 
perceive the sacrifices mentioned (in the sentences under consideration) 
along with ‘ fame ’ and ‘ brahmic glory ’ ; so that it is only the injunctive 
ending that has to be sought for elsewhere. 

Says the Opponent—“ How can you say that it is only the Injunctive 
ending that will have to be got from elsewhere—^when it should be necessary 
to liave a verbal root also with which the said ending should be associated ? *’ 

When we say that the Injunctive ending will have to be sought for, we 
of course mean that ending along with the verbal root, and not merely the 
ending; hence what has been mged does not affect our position.—Or, wo 
may take it that the fame and other Results are enjoined by that same 
injunctive ending which enjoins the Rdtri-sacrifices themselves, by means 
of the whole sentence laying down the entire procedure.—Or, even the com¬ 
mendation itself may be taken as enjoining the sacrifices themselves along 
with fame and other results. 


SUTRA (19). 

In connection with accessory details, the sentence is taken as 
PURELY commendatory, AS THOSE DETAILS ONLY SUBSERVE 
THE PURPOSE OF OTHERS. 

Bhdsya. 

It has been argued by the Purvapaksin that—“ just as in such sentences 
as ‘ one who uses the Sruva of Khadira-wood offers the very essence of the 
Vedas ’ (Taitti. Sara. 3. 5. 7. 1), the mention of the Result is taken as merely 
commendatory,—so should it bo in the ease in question also —But in those 
cases it is only right that the sentences should be taken as purely com¬ 
mendatory, because it is not possible for them to bo taken as injunctions 
of results, and because they are capable of being taken as commendatory 
declarations of results. This has been fully explained under Su. 4. 3. 1, 
where it has been declared that—‘ In connection with substances, em¬ 
bellishments and minor Acts, the mention of Resiilts should be taken as 
a purely commendatory declaration 




Adhikarana (9): The ‘ Prospective Acts ’ should he taken 
as leading to those results that are actually spoken 
of as brought about by them. 

SOTRA (20). 

[PtfRVAPAKSA continued] —“ In the case of Prospective Acts, 
Heaven should always be taken as the resut^t, just as in 

THE CASE OF SUCH SUBSIDIARIES OF SACRIFICES AS 
SUBSERVE THE PURPOSES OF THE SACRIFICE 

Bhdsya. 

The * Prospective acts ’ form the subject-matter of the present discussion ; 
—such as ‘ Sauryam charum nirvapet brah^navarchasakdmah ’—[‘ Desiring 
Brahmic glory, one should offer the cooked rice dedicated to Surya ’] (Taitti. 
Saih, 2. 3. 2. 3). [That is, such actions as are laid down as fulfilling special 
desirable ends.] 

In regard to these there arises the question—Does the result consist of 
Heaven, as also the desirable thing mentioned ? Or only the desirable thing ? 

On this question, the Purvapakaa view is as follows :—“ In the case of 
Prospective actSy Heaven should always he regarded as the result ;—why ?— 
because when tliis is done, then the generic word (‘ heaven ’) which is 
expressive of the end desired by all men does not have to be restricted to 
any particular end ; specially as it is possible to connect the action in question 
with the term ‘ desiring heaven even though this latter term may be far 
removed from it.—The Opponent might argue thus—‘ In the case of the* 
particular text cited, we find the term desiring Brahrnic gloryy which restricts 
the desired end to one particular purpose’.—Tliis term does not serve to 
restrict the desired end ; in fact, it is something that comes in only inci¬ 
dentally. Just as when a man has started for collecting fuel, he is told 
to ‘ bring vegetables ’ also,—where the ‘ bringing of vegetables ’ is made an 
incidental purpose.—‘ What do you mean by this being made an incidental 
purpose ? ’—What is meant is that side by side with the business of collecting 
fuely another business is set up,—the meaning being that ‘ after having 
collected fuel, this is something else that you should do —In the same 
manner, in the case in question, the main end is Heaven, to which another 
end is tacked on ; and the meaning of the text thus comes to be that 
‘ Desiring Brahmic glory one should accomplish Heaven by means of the 
sacrifice ’ ; the mention of ‘ Brahmic glory * as the result does not preclude 
Heaven as a result; just as in the case of such sacrificial accessories as sub¬ 
serve the purposes of a sacrifice ; for instance, the sentence ‘ For one desiring 
cattle, one should fetch water in a milking vessel ’ means that ‘ if a man 
desires to acquire cattle, he should accomplish the fetching of water by 
means of the milking vessel 
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SUTRA (21). 

[PCrvapak§a conclvded] —“ Also because even on the disappear¬ 
ance OF THE motive, THE COMPLETING OF THE SACRIFICE 
HAS BEEN LAID DOWN AS NECESSARY 

Ehdsya, 

“ Even on the diaappearance of the motive, —i.e. on the cessation of the 
desire for the particular result, or on the attainment of the particular result,— 
the completing of the sacrifice is found to be laid down as necessary ; e.g. 
in connection with the sacrifice laid down as to be performed for the purpose 
of obtaining rain, it is said—‘ Tf it should rain, he should complete the offer¬ 
ings then ; if it does not rain, then he should make the offering on 
the next day ’ (Taitti. Sara. 2. 4. 10. 1).—If Heaven were not the additional 
result to follow from the sacrifice, for what should it be necessary to com¬ 
plete the sacrifice ?—From this it follows that Heaven is always the result 
of sacrifices.” 

SUTRA (22). 

[SiDDHANTA]—I n REALITY, THE DESIRED RESULT (iS WHAT SHOULD BE 

TAKEN AS FOLLOWING FROM THE PROSPECTIVE Act) ; BECAUSE 
IT IS IN CONNECTION WITH THAT THAT THE SACRIFICE 

IS ENJOINED. 

Bhdsya, 

The result following from the Prospective Act should be the particular 
one that is desired, not Heaven ; because it is in connection with that result 
that the Injunction of that act appears;—and not in connection with desire 
for Heaven. Under the circumstances, the syntactical connection of the 
injunction with the ‘ desire for Heaven * could only be inferred ; while that 
with the word expressive of the ‘ desired result ’ is directly perceived ; 
and what is directly perceived is certainly more authoritative than what is 
inferred.—From this it follows that the result of Prospective acts must be 
that particular desired thing (which is spoken of in the injunction of the 
act. 

SUTRA (23). 

In the case of the subsidiary, it is so, because it is AN 

ACCESSORY. 

Bhdaya. 

It has been argued (under Sii. 20) that “ Just as it is in the case of 
the subsidiary of a sacrifice, so would it be in the case in question also 
—The answer is that it is quite right in the case of the subsidiary, because it is 
an accessory ; that is, its connection with the sacrifice as also with the desired 
result is clearly perceptible, the moaning of the sentence being that ‘ one 
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who happens to desire cattle should do the fetching of water with the 
milking vessel In the case in question however there is no perceptible 
word to the effect that ‘ one who happens to desire Brahmic glory should 
accomplish Heaven by means of the sacrifice \—“ What then is the con¬ 
struction of the sentence ? ”—The construction is that ‘ one who desires 
Brahmic glory should obtain it (accomplish it) by means of the sacrifice’.— 
From this it will be seen that the case in question is not analogous to that of 
the subsidiary sacrifices. 

SUTRA (24). 

If it is necessary to have to finish the action even on the dis¬ 
appearance OF the motive,—^IT IS ONLY FOR THAT SAME 

PURPOSE. 

Ehxisya, 

It has been argued that—“ Even on the cessation of the desire for the 
particular result, or on the attainment of that result, we find that necessity 
of finishing the action has been enjoined [and from this we conclude that 
Heaven is the only result]”.—Oiu* answer to this is that it is necessary 
to have to finish an action, even on the disappearance of the motive, it is only 
for that same purpose ; i.e. if texts lay it down as necessary that the sacrifice 
should be completed, it must bo for that same purpose.—“ For what 
purpose ? ”—For the purpose of avoiding the reproach of cultured people. 
If, after having begun a sacrifice, one were to leave it imfinished, cultured 
people would reproach him immediately after the stopping of the sacrifice, 
saying, ‘ this stupid man is ever ready to begin (but never to finish) *. 
If people, after having dedicated the offering to the deities, omit to complete 
the sacrifice, all cultured men reproach them; hence it becomes necessary to 
complete the sacrifice (even on the cessation of the desire for the result, 
or on the fulfilment of the result); and it is therefore only right that there 
should be the injimction to the effect that—‘ if it should rain, one should 
finish with that same offering’. (Taitti. Sam. 2. 4. 10. 1.) 

From all this it follows that in the case of Prospective Acts, the result 
is the one that is desired. 



Adhikarana ( 10 ): Sacrifices like the Darsha-Purnximdsa 
are conducive to all desired results: ‘ Darsha- 
Purnamdsa-nydya^ {A). 

SOTRA (25). 


[POrvapak.^a]—“ When a sacrifice is spoken of as bringing about 

ALL DESIRABLE RESULTS, WHAT ABE MEANT ARE THE RESULTS 
LAID DOWN AS FOLLOWING FROM THE MAIN SACRIFICE AND 
FROM ITS SUBSIDIARIES,—SUCH BEING THE INDICA¬ 
TION OF THE Context.'’ 

Bhdsya. 


There are the following texts—(A) ‘ Ekasinal m anya iatmjah kdmdya 
dhriyanfe. snri^ehhyo darfiha-pnrnayndsait ’ f ‘ Other sacrifices are performed 
for the sake of only one result each, the Darsha-Put'nanidsa sacrifices are 
performed for the sake of all results’];—(B) ^ Ekasmai vd anyd kratavah 
kdmdya dhrtyante, sarvehhyo jyotistomah ’ [‘ Other sacrifices are performed 
for the sake of one result each, the Jyofistoyna is performed for the sake 
of all results ’]. 

In regard to these there arises the question—Does the sentence contain 
a mere reiteration of the result of the Principal Sacrifice along with those 
of its subsidiaries and of the subsidiaries of those subsidiaries ? Or does 
it contain an independent injunction of results (to the effect tliat all 
desirable results do actually follow from the principal sacrifice mentioned) ? 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows—“ It is only a 
reiteration ; that is when the text speaks of a sacrifice as bringing about all 
desirable results, it is only a reiteration of the result of that sacrifice along 
with the results following from its subsidiaries, as also those following from 
the subsidiaries of those subsidiaries. As a matter of fact, there are results 
sj^oken as following from subsidiaries and from the subsidiaries of subsidiaries; 
e.g. ‘ For one who desires cattle, the altar should be one from which all 
dung has been swept away ; for one who desires social position, it should 
be one from which all dung has been dug out ’, and so on ;—again ‘ If he 
desires that the Rain-god should rain, he should measure out the Assembly 
on a lower level All these results have been already enjoined in the 
passages, and they are again spoken of in the sentence in question : we 
therefore think it right to regard this sentence as a mere reiteration (of results 
that have been already laid down in the texts enjoining the Main Sacrifice 
and its subsidiaries).” 
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SUTRA (26). 

[Siddhanta]— In reality, it should be taken as an independent 

INJUNCTION OF RESULTS ; BECAUSE THE RESULT IS MENTIONED 
IN CONNECTION WITH THE NAME OF THE PRINCIPAL 

Sacrifice. 

Bhdsya. 

In re/ility, the sentence in question should he taken as an independent 
injunction of results ; —why ?— because the result is mentioned in connection 
with the Principal Sacrifice —‘ The Darsha-Purnamdsa sacrifices are performed 
for the sake of all results *,—‘ The Jyotistoma is performed for the sake 
of all results*;—in both these sentences the naming of the Principal Sacrifice 
clearly lays down that the Principal Sacrifices are really conducive to all 
desirable results. From this lit follows that the texts should not be regarded 
as mere reiterative. —^If the words ‘ all results ’ were taken as standing for only 
those results that have been laid down elsewhere as following from the 
sacrifice and its subsidiaries and subsidiaries to subsidiaries,—this would 
mean that the term indicates these only indirectly, (as the term ‘ all results * 
cannot directly signify only those few results) ; and certainly Direct 
Expression (whereby really all results are meant) is more authoritative 
than Indirect Indication (which restricts the term ‘ all results * to only a 
very few results). 

From all these we conclude that the texts should be taken as injunctions, 
on the basis of the texts laying down the entire performance of the sacrifices. 



Adhikarana (11): ‘ Yogasiddhi-nydya^ : Sacrifices like 
the Darsha-Purnarndsa should he performed separately 
for the sake of each separate result desired: 

‘ Darsha-Purnamdsa-nydya ’ {B). 

StJTRA (27). 

[Pf^RVAPAKSA]—“ In the CASE JUST DISCUSSED, ALL THE RESULTS 
[should follow from a single performance], AS 
THERE IS NO DISTINCTION.” 

Bhdsya. 

In the cases discussed in the foregoing Adhikarana, it has been explained 
that all desired results have been enjoined as following from the Principal 
Sacrifice (Darsha-Purnarndaa or Jyotiatoma). —^Now there arises the question 
—Are all the results brought about by a single performance of the sacrifice ? 
Or are they brought about one by one by separate performances ? 

The Purvapaksa view on tliis question is as follows :—“ All the reauUa 
should follow front a single perfonnance ; —^why ?—because the Darsha- 
Purnamdsa sacrifices,—as also the Jyotistoma sacrifice—are the means for 
the bringing about of all the results ; and if they are such means of all, 
wliat result is there that would not bo brought about (by the single per¬ 
formance) ?—Hence we conclude that all the results follow simultaneously 
(from a single performance of the sacrifice) 


SUTRA (28). 

[Siddhanta]— In reality, the results should be regarded as 

BROUGHT ABOUT BY TURNS ; BECAUSE IT IS NOT POSSIBLE 
FOR (several) THINGS TO SPRING UP (AT ONE AND THE 
SAME time). 

Bhd§ya, 

It is not true that all the results appear simultaneously ; in fact there 
is regular succession— they are brought about by turns ; the results should be 
taken as appearing in succession, one after the other.—^Why ?— Because it 
is not possible for several things to spring up at one and the same time ; all 
the desired results are so many things, and all things cannot spring up 
simultaneously ; in fact, there is an inherent impossibility in all the results 
springing up simultaneously, as there is an incongruity involved (in such 
simultaneous appearance of all). 

Or, we may take the word ‘ Utpattyasamyogitvat ’ (in the Sutra), not 
as referring to the springing up of the results, but as referring to the results 
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when produced as indicating (the performance of the sacrifice); that is, 
what has been declared by the texts is that all the results are those for whose 
sake the Darsha-Purnamdsa are performed, as also the Jyoti§toma ; and 
this does not mean that all the results actually follow from the sacrifice ; all 
that is meant is that the sacrifice is laid down as to be performed for the 
Sfidce of all the results ; and from this it does not follow that the Results 
are simultaneous. 


Or, we make these two Sutras (27 and 28) as embodying a different 
topic—as follows :— 


Adhtkarana (12): The '‘Prospective sacrifices' bring about 
results in this life as well as in the other life. 

SUTRA (27). 

[PCrvapaksa]—“ All the results should be taken as appearing 

THERE ; because THERE IS NO DIFFERENCE.’’ 

Bhd§ya. 

The varioxis ‘ Prospective sacrifices * laid down in the following texts, 
form the subject-matter of this discussion—(a) ‘ Sauryaficharuhnirvaptt 
brahrnavarchaaakdmah ’ [‘ One desiring Brahmic glory should offer the cooked 
rice dedicated to Surya*] (Taitti. Sam. 2. 3. 2. 3);— (b) ^ A indrdgrvamekd- 
dashakapdlannirvapU prajdkdmah * [‘ One desiring offspring should offer the 
cake baked upon eleven pans, and dedicated to Indra-Agni ’] (Taitti. Sam. 
2. 2. 1. 1);—(c) ‘ Chitrayd yajUa pashukdmah ’ [‘ One desiring cattle should 
perform the Chitrd sacrifice ’] (Taitti. Sam. 2. 4. 6. 1);— {d) ‘ Vaishvadevim 
sdngrahanlm nirvapU gramakdmah ’ One desiring to acquire a village 
should offer the Sdngrakanl dedicated to the Viahvld^vas ’ (Taitti. Sam. 
2. 3. 9. 2). 

In regard to these, there arises the question—Do these results appear 
in this life ? Or in the other life ? 

On this question, the Purvapakaa view is as follows :—“ The results 
should be taken as appearing there, —i.e. in the other world; because there 
is no difference ; that is, all the results in question are just like ‘ heaven 
As a matter of fact the result, in the shape of ‘ cattle ’ and the rest, is never 
found to appear immediately after the sacrifice (which has been enjoined as 
bringing about that result);—it is only when an effect appears immediately 
after a cause that it is recognised as following from that cause ; for instance, 
the pleasure resulting from massage appears at the same time as the massage 
itself;—^when the result (cattle, for instance) appears at another time, for 
that also an entirely different cause (in the shape of Purchase, for instance) 
is perceptible ; when a man is equipped with his physical body, there can be 
no cause for this phenomenon except the “ Unseen Force ” ;—^thus then. 
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when we are told that a certain sacrifice brings cattle to the performer, 
it ^ould be understood to mean that as a result of the performance of that 
sacrifice, the performer*obtains (in his next life) such a special kind of Bcdy 
and Sense-organs and the rest as enables him to acquire cattle.—That this 
is so is clearly indicated in the following passage—“ K^aikaya, being desirous 
of performing a sacrifice, said to Dalbhya—‘ Please help me to perform this 
sacrifice which is calculated to bring me a kingdom ’ ;—Dalbhya replied— 

* Do not, my boy, think that the sacrifice brings kingdom in this life, 
in fact, sacrifices are performed for results to come in one’s next life — 
Here it is clearly shown that the results of sacrifices appear in another life.— 
Hence we conclude that all ‘ Prospective Sacrifices ’ are such as have 
their results appearing in another life.” 

SUTRA (28). 

[Siddhanta]—The accomplishment of the obtaining of results 

MUST take place DURING THIS LIFE ; AS OTHERWISE THE 
originative injunction OF THE SACRIFICE WOULD 
NOT BE POSSIBLE. 

Bhdmja. 

It is during this life that the accomplishment of the obtaining of results 
takes place ; otherwise the sacrifice could not have any connection with its 
originative injunction ; i.e. when the injunction says—‘ He who desires cattle, 
should bring it about by means of this sacrifice ’,—it is not understood to 
mean that the said result does not come about during tliis life. 

As for the argument that “ the result is not found to appear immediately 
after the performance of the sacrifice ”,—^it is true that it is not so found 
by Perception or by Inference ; but it is duly known by means of the word 
(of the Veda). 

As for the second argument that—“ when the result (cattle for instance) 
is acquired at another time, there is another perceptible cause (in the shape 
of Purchase and the like) ”,—that does not affect our position ; there may be 
another cause as well as the sacrifice. 

Lastly, as for the argument that—“ the Vedic passage declares that 
sacrifices are performed with a view to results to appear during another 
life —our answer to this is that what the sage says is—‘ I am not going to 
help you to perform a sacrifice leading to results during this life. I am going 
to help you to perform a sacrifice leading to results during the next life ’. 
This answers the Purvapaksin's argument. 



Adhikarana (13): The ^SautrdmanV is part of the ^Chayanu^ 
{Erection of the Altar) and the ‘ Brhaspati-Sava ’ 
is part of the " Vdjapeya \ 

SUTRA (29). 

The two acts should be regarded as enjoined in the relation 

OF WHOLE AND PART ; AS IT IS ONLY THUS THAT THE MENTION 
OF THE TWO AS CONNECTED SERVES A USEFUL PURPOSE. 

Bhd^ya. 

We have the two texts— (a) ‘ Agninchitvd savJtrdmanyd yajlta * [‘ Having 
erected the Fire-altar, one should perform the Sautrdmanl sacrifice *] (Taitti. 
Sam. 5. 6. 3. 4) ;—(6) ‘ Vdjapeyena iatvd hrhaspatisavena yajUa * [‘ Having 
performed the Vdjapeya sacrifice, one should perform the Brhaspati-aava 
sacrifice’] (Ibid.). 

In regard to these there arises the question—are the two acts mentioned 
together for the purpose of showing that one is part of the other ? Or are 
they mentioned together only for the purpose of indicating the time of their 
performance ? [i.e. Is the Sautrdmanl a part of the Chayana^ and the 
Brhaapati’-aava of the Vdjapeya ? Or simply the Santrdmani is to be 
performed after the Chayana, and the Brhaapati-sava after the Vdjapeya ?] 

The Siddhdnta, we assert, is that the two are mentioned together for 
the purpose of showing that one is part of the other ; it is only when w© 
take it thus that the direct meaning of the text becomes accepted ; other¬ 
wise (if the other view were accepted) the Tl?ne would have to be taken as 
indirectly indicated by the words of the text; and when there is a conflict 
between Direct Assertion and Indirect Indication, the right course is to 
accept the Direct Assertion, not Indirect Indication.—Hence w© conclude 
that the Sautrdmanl is part of the Chayana, and the Brhaapati-aava is part 
of the Vdjapeya, 


SUTRA (30). 

“ The Text should be taken as laying down the Time, as it is 
Time that is directly denoted ”,—if this is urged 
[then the answer is as given in the next St^TRA]. 

Bhd§ya. 

Says the Opponent—‘‘ If you think that the two acts are mentioned 
together for the purpose of showing that one is part of the other,—^why 
cannot you take the text as laying down the time ? In fact, the word 
* ChUvd * (‘ having erected ’),—which means on the completion of the Chayana 
—^has the form an injimction of Tim© 
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SUTRA (31). 

That cannot be ; because in that case, thebe would be no 

CONNECTION BETWEEN WHAT IS EXPRESSED BY THE WORDS. 

Bhdaya, 

It cannot be as stated in the preceding Sutra ; as in that case there would 
be no connection between what is expressed by the words ; that is to say, what 
is expressed by the word ‘ Chitvd ’ is the Chayanay and there would be no 
sort of connection between this Chayana and the Sautrdmanly —or between 
the Vdjapeya and the Brhaspati-sava [if all that was meant was that one is 
to be performed on the completion of the other] ; and in this way the in¬ 
dications of the Context would become rejected ; because when Sautrdmanl 
is found to be laid down in the same Context as the Chayanay it is under¬ 
stood that the Sautrdmanl sacrifice is part of the Erection of the Fire^altar ; 
similarly, when this Brhaspati-sava is found to bo laid down in the same 
Context as the Vdjapeya, it is understood that the Brhaspati-sava sacrifice 
is part of the Vdjapeya, If there were no such connection (between the two 
sets of acts), the Time denoted would be understood as pertaining to some 
other entirely different act.—From all this it follows that the two are men¬ 
tioned together for the purpose of showing that one is part of the other. 


8 



An TmcAR ANA (14): The ‘ Vaimrdha ’ is part of the 
Purnamdsa Sacrifice. 

SCTRA (32). 

[PCrvapak^a]—“ It is a part of both ”,—if this be urged [then 

THE ANSWER IS AS FOLLOWS]. 

Bhdsya, 

In connection with the Darah^x-purrjiximdaat we read—‘ Samathdpya 
pav/rnamaalm vaimrdhamanunirvapati ’ [‘ Having completed the Paurnamda^ 
sacrifice, he offers the Vaimrdha ’]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question—Is the Vaimrdha a part of 
both the Daraha and the Purnamdsa sacrifices, and the PaurtTbamdal is named 
only for the purpose of indicating the time ? Or is it named for the purpose 
of indicating that the Vaimrdha is part of the Purnamdsa sacrifice only ? 

The Purvapakaa view is that—“ Under the circumstances, the Vaimrdha 
should be taken as a part of both the sacrifices ;—why ?—because of the 
force of the fact that it has been laid down in the ‘ Context ’ of both ; also 
because the word ‘ Samathdpya ’ having completed ’) has the form of the 
Injunction of time [which shows that the ‘ Pauriiamdai ’ (Full-Moon Day) 
has been mentioned only for the purpose of indicating the time for the 
Vaimrdha which is part of both Daraha and Purnamdsa^ 

StTRA (33). 

[Siddhanta]—Not so ; because there is only one word. 

Bhdsya, 

There is only one sentence containing only one verb, ‘ Anunirvapati ' 
(‘ offers ’), which cannot express two connections—(1) that of the Vaimrdha 
with the two sacrifices, Daraha and the Punuimdaa, and (2) that of the 
Vaimrdha with the time Paurrhamdal (Full-Moon Day): we have seen 
that a single sentence expresses a single idea. 

SUTRA (34). 

“ But there is the indication of the Context ”,—if 
this is urged,— 


It 1ms been argued that the Context (points to the connection of the 
Va4mrdha with both the sacrifices); and this has got to be refuted (which 
is done in the following — 
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StJTRA (35). 

That cannot be ; the connection of the originative injunction 
(points to the contrary view). 

Bhd§ya, 

It cannot be as the Purvapakain has argued. The sentence in question 
is the only originative injunction of the Vaimrdha ; this sentence may, 
on account of the Context, be construed with the Daraha and the Purnamdaa 
sacrifices, or it may be taken with the Purnmndaa sacrifice alone, with which 
it is directly (and perceptibly) connected. Certainly the connection that is 
directly perceptible is more authoritative than that based upon Context, 
Further, its connection with the Purmzmaaa sacrifice is directly perceptible, 
while that with the Time is indirect.—From all this it follows that the 
Vaimrdha is part of the Purimmdaa sacrifice. 



AdhikARANA (15): Exceptions to the last two Adhikaranas — 
The AnuydjcLS are to he performed at the time 
following the offering to Agni-MaruL 

SUTRA (36). 

The sentence not being the originative Injunction, it should be 

TAKEN AS LAYING DOWN THE TIME ; AS CONNECTION (BETWEEN 
TWO ACTIONS) IS ALWAYS BASED UPON SOME PURPOSE. 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the JyotiatomUy we read—(a) ‘ Agnimdrutdd urdhvam 
anuydjaishcharanti ' [‘ After the offering to Agni-Maruty they perform the 
Anuydjaa ’] ;—(6) ‘ Prahrtya paridhin juhoti hdriyojanam ’ [‘ After having 
offered the ParidhiSy one makes the Hdriyojana-o^eving ’]. 

In regard to these there arises the question—Do these sentences lay down 
one offering as part of the other ? Or do they lay down the Time ? 

The Purvapakaa view is that—“ the fact of one being a part of the other 
is asserted directly, while the injunction of time could be got at only through 
indirect indication ; hence they must be taken as laying down one offering 
as part of the other 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdntu — The sentence not 
being the originative injunctiony it should he taken as laying down the time. 
As a matter of fact, the offering to Agni-Marut is a part of the Soma- 
sacrifice [and as such has its originative injunction in that ContextJ; similarly 
the Anuydjas are part of the Pashu-sacrifice [and as such has its originative 
injimction in that Context]; hence there is no connection between these two. 
—Similarly the Paridhi-offering is part of the Pashu-sacrifice [and has its 
originative Injunction in that Context], and the Hdriyojana-offering is a 
distinct ‘Primary’ by itself.—Thus then, we find that the Anuydja and the 
offering to Agni-MartU are already known (as enjoined by texts other than 
the one under consideration); all that is not known (from any other source) 
is their immediate sequence ; hence it is this latter alone that can bo taken 
as enjoined by the text under discussion.—Similarly with the Paridhi- 
offering and the Hdriyojana. Such being the case, the Paridhi-offering 
can render no help to the Hdriyojanay nor the Hdriyojana to the Paridhi- 
offering —“ But the Paridhi-offering coining first, would render help to the 
Hdriyojana —Our answer to this is that it is not for the purpose of ' coming 
first’ (before the Hdriyojana) that the Paridhi-offering is made; in fact, its 
performance is already there, as part of the Pashu-sacrifice ; and it being 
there, its ‘ coming first ’ is also already there.—From all this it follows that 
the two actions are mentioned together only for the purpose of indicating 
the time (for the performance of the second act). 



Adhikarana (16) : The ‘ Soma-sacrifice ’ is to come after 
the ‘ Darsha-Purnamdsa \ 

SUTRA (37). 

In a case where there is a doubt as to a certain text being an 

INJUNCTION OF ‘ PART ’ OR OF ‘ TIME —IT SHOULD BE TAKEN 
AS LAYING DOWN ‘ TIME ’ ; AS THAT IS THE PRINCIPAL 
FACTOR IN THE SENTENCE. 

Bhd§ya. 

There is the text—‘ Darsha-Pumarndsau istvd aomena yajeta ’ [‘ After 
having performed the Darslm-Purnamdaa sacrifices, one should perform the 
Soma-ancrlflce ’] (Taitti. Sam. 2. 5. 6. 1). 

In regard to this, there arises the question—Does this enjoin one sacrifice 
as being part of the other ? Or does it lay down the time ? ^ 

On this question, the Purvapakm view is that—“ it should be taken as 
enjoining one as part of the other,—-such being the direct meaning of the 
sentence 

In answer to this we have the following Siddhdnta —In this case, there 
being a doubt as to the sentence being an injunction of ‘ part ’ or an 
injunction of ‘ time ’, it should be taken as laying down ‘ time \ as that w the 
principal factor in the sentence ; as a matter of fact, it is the injunction of 
‘ Time ’ that forms the principal factor in the sentence,—not the injunction of 
the ‘ sacrifice ’ ; that the sentence is not meant to be an injunction of the 
sacrifice is clear from the fact that the sentence does not mention the form of 
the sacrifice.—“ Why do you say that it does not mention the form of the 
sacrifice ? ”—We say so because there is no Deity.—“ Wliy is there no Deity ? ” 
—Because no deity is mentioned in the sentence ; it is only when a deity is 
mentioned in connection with a sacrifice that it is regarded as the ‘ deity ’ of 
that sacrifice ; as a matter of fact, it is only through Direct Assertion (by a 
text) that the Deity of a Sacrifice becomes recognised as such,—not through 
any other means of cognition, like Sense-perception and the rest.—^From this 
it follows that the sentence under consideration does not contain the injimc- 
tion of any sacrifice not already known.—On the other hand, if the sentence 
is taken as referring to a well-known sacrifice for laying down its ‘ time then 
there is none of the above incongruities ; because in this case the sacrifice, 
having its deity already enjoined elsewhere, is only referred to in this 
sentence. Hence we conclude that the connection between the two sacrifices 
serves the purpose of laving down the time (for the performance of the second 
sacrifice, Soma). —^That this is so is also indicated in the following passage— 
* The Darsha-Punmmdsa sacrifices are the chariot of divinities ; if one performs 
the /Soma-sacrifice after performing the Darsha-Purnamdsa sacrifices, he 
proceeds on a well-known road clearly marked by the chariot * :—the 
meaning of this is that ‘ just as passing in a chariot along a road well-beaten 
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by chariots is comfortable, so is the performance of the ^Sowa-sacrifice com¬ 
fortable, if done after the performance of the Dar8h0>-Purtuimd8a sacrifices * ; 
and the recuson for this lies in the fact that the Dikaanlyd and other sacrifices 
that form part of the Soma-aacrifice and which are only modifications of the 
Dar 8 ha’P€ir^md 8 ay have become well-known to the performer. Thus we 
find that the commendatory statement made in this passage is intelligible 
[only if the sentence under consideration is taken as laying down the time 
for the performance of the Soma-aacriflcey as to be after the performance of 
the Daraha-Puriyzindaa]. 



AoHiKAEAijrA (17): The Result of the ‘Vaishvdnara sacrifice ’ 
accrues to the Son: '’Jatesti-nydya* {A). 

SUTRA (38). 

The BEsriiT cannot be taken as Acc&inNa to the Father who is 

NOT DIRECTLY ASSERTED (TO BE THE RECIPIENT OF THE 
RESULT), SPECIALLY AS THE SUPPLEMENTARY TEXTS 
ALSO DO NOT SPEAK OF THE FATHER. 

Bhd^ya. 

There is the text—* Vaishvdnaram dvddaahakapdlam nirvapet putrS 
jdtl ’ On the birth of a son, one should offer the cake baked on twelve pans, 
dedicated to Vaishvdnara *] (Taitti. Sam. 2. 2. 5. 4). 

In regard to this, there arises the question—Is this offering made by 
tlie Father for his own welfare ? Or for the son’s welfare ? 

The Purvapaksa view is as follows:—“He makes the offering for his 
own welfare ; actions like these do not bring their result to persons other 
than the performer.—^Why so ?—Because the very initial act of fire-laying 
is laid down by means of a verb with the Atmarvepada ending (‘ ddadhUa ; 
which shows that the results of the act accrue to the Agent performing the 
act).—Then again, there is the following text—‘ If one pan breaks, one month 
of the year goes out and the Saorificer dies; one should offer a cake baked 
upon one pan, dedicated to Dydvd-prthivl ; —if two pans break, two months 
of the year go out and the Sacrificer dies ; one should offer a cake baked upon 
two pans, dedicated to the Ashvins ;—^he should count them and keep them 
carefully, for safety of the sacrificer * (Taitti. Sam. 2. 6. 3. 6).—Here we 
find that on the breaking of a pan, an action is laid down whose result is the 
welfare (safety) of the sacrificer himself. The same should be the case in 
the case we are considering. From this it follows that the result of the 
Vaishvdnara sacrifice should accrue to the Performer (Father) 

In answer to this Purvapaksa, we have the following Siddhdnta —^The 
result should not accrue to the Father, because the supplementary passage 
speaking of the Result speaks of it as accruing to the Son, not to the Father.— 
How so ?—^The passage reads as follows :—‘ On the birth of a son, one should 
offer the cake baked on twelve pans, dedicated to Vaishvdnara ; when the 
cake is baked on eight pans, it endows him with brahmic glory through the 
Qdyatri ; when it is baked upon nine pans, it endows him with glory through 
Trivrt ; when it is baked on ten pans, it endows him with food, through 
Virdt ; when it is baked upon eleven pans, it endows him with efficient 
sense-organs through Tri^pubh ; when it is baked upon twelve pans, it endows 
him with cattle through Jagati ; that child at whose birth one offers this sacrifice, 
becomes purified, glorious, eater of food, possessed of efficient sense-organs and 
excellent caUle —^Here the result is spoken of as accruing to the child 
that is bom. [As for the argument that the result of an aetion should always 
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accrue to the performer] no burden can be too heavy for a Vedic text [i.e, 
whenever a Vedic text speaks of a thing, however incongruous it may appear 
to us, it has to be accepted as true].—From all this it follows that the 
result of the Vatshvdnara sacrifice should accrue to the Son. 

As for the argument that—“ actions like the one under consideration 
are never foimd to bring results to any other person (than the one who has 
performed it) ”,—our answer to this is that even when a result accrues to 
one’s son, it brings pleasure to the Father himself ; and hence the use of the 
Atmanipada ending cannot be entirely incompatible with the Siddhdnta. 
In fact, it is in view of this fact of the Father being pleased that we have 
such assertions as—(a) ‘The Son is one’s own very self’,— (h) ‘Thou art 
born out of each of my limbs, produced out of my heart ; thou art my very 
self-named Son ; mayest thou live for a hundred years ! ’ 


SUTRA (39). 

The mention of the damage to the accessories is to be taken 

ONLY AS INDICATING THE OCCASION (FOR A CERTAIN 

offering). 

Bhdsya. 

It has been argued above that the passage—‘ If one pan breaks, etc.’ 
indicates that the result accrues to the performer.—The answer to this is 
that the mention of the damage to the accessorlea {pans) is to be taken only as 
indicating the occasion for a certain offering ; in this sense it becomes quite 
explicable,—not in any other sense ; for instance, when only a pan breaks, 
it cannot be right to seek for it by means of an elaborate sacrifice ; certainly 
when a mere Couri is lost, one does not seek for it by spending a pice ! 


Or, this Sutra (39) may be taken as representing another Adhikarana, 
as follows :— 


Adhikarana (18): The Vaishvdnara sacrifice'" is to he 
performed after the performance of the ‘ Birth-rite \ 

SUTRA (39). 

The connection of the accessory (sacrifices) with the event is 

MEANT TO BE A MERE INDICATION OF THE OCCASION. 

Bhdsya. 

There is the text—‘ Vaishvdnaram dvddashakapdlam nirvapet putre jdte ’ 
[ ‘ On the birth of a son, one should offer the cake baked on twelve pans, 
dedicated to Vaishvdnara ’] (Taitti. Sam. 2. 2. 5. 4). 
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Ill regard to this, there arises the question—Is this sacrifice to be per¬ 
formed immediately after birth ? or after the performance of the ‘ Birth- 
rite ’ ? 

The Purvapakaa view is that—“ it should be performed immediately 
after birth ; because as soon as an event has occurred, what is contingent 
on that event should follow at once 

In answer to this,, we have the following Siddhdnta —It should be per¬ 
formed after the Birth-rite has been performed.—Why ?—Because of the 
force of circumstances : It has been enjoined that the child is to be fed 
after the Birth-rite has been performed ;—if then, the sacrifice were to be 
performed before the Birth-rite, the time of feeding the child would be put off, 
and in that case, the child could not live. 

It has been argued that “ as soon as an event has occurred, what is 
contingent on that event should follow at once —^The answer to that is 
as follows ‘.—The connection of the accessory (sacrifices) with the event is meant 
to he a mere indication of the occasion ; —the ‘ event * is the birth of the son, 
which, when it has come about, becomes the ‘ occasion ’ ; but the precise 
time of that event does not form part of the sacrifice in question ; as for the 
‘ occasion ’ (the birth of the son), it does not cease (it continues) even after 
the performance of the Birth-rite. On the other liand, if the Purvapakaa 
view were accepted, and the time for the sacrifice were taken to bo laid down as 
immedhately after birth. —then, if the Birth-rite were performed and the child 
were fed before the sacrifice, the prescribed time (of the sacrifice) would 
have lapsed ; so that in this case it would be necessary to have recourse to 
Indirect Indication [i.e. the time immediately after the Birth would have to 
be taken as standing for sometime after Birth]. 

From all this it follows that the Vaishvdnara sacrifice is to be performed 
after the performance of the Birth-rite. 


[Supplementary Questioii .—Treated as a separate Adhikararia by 
itself by Mandana Mishra and Madhava, and also by Partha- 
sarathi in Tantraratna.] 

Now there arises the question—Is the Vaishvdnara sacrifice to be per¬ 
formed any day within the ten days of the Birth ?—Or at its own proper 
time (time otherwise most suitable for it) ? 

The Purvapakaa view is that—“ it may be performed on any day, and 
there is no restriction at all 

In answer to this, the Siddhdnta is as follows :—It should be performed 
either on the Full-Moon Day or on the Moonless Day.—“ Why ? ”—Because 
of the Vedic Text; we have the following text—‘ If one, after having per¬ 
formed the Pashu or the Soma sacrifice, should offer another sacrifice, he 
should do it either on the Full-Moon Day or on the Moonless Day There 
is no burden that can be too heavy for a Vedic Text [i.e. when the Vedic 
Text definitely lays down a certain thing, no other consideration can come 
in the way]. Under the circumstances, if the other view were accepted. 
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then the proper time thus laid down would lapse ; and in this case it would 
be necessary to have recourse also to Indirect Indication [the terms ‘ Full- 
Moon Day or Moonless Day ’ having to be taken as indirectly indicating 
any day within the first ten days].—^Then again, if the sacrifice were per¬ 
formed on any other date (except the 16th and the 30th of the month, the 
Moonless Day and the Full-Moon Day), or within the first ten days, the 
man would find it impossible to get together all the accessories of the Sacrifice, 
and he would also be unable to secure the proper time or the requisite 
pwriJLy [the first ten days from a birth being regarded as a period of 
‘ impurity —From all this, it follows that the Vaiahvanara sacrifice should 
be performed after the lapse of ten days, either on the Full-Moon Day or on 
the Moonless Day. 



Abhikarana (19): Subsidiary Sacrifices like the ^ Sautrd- 
' mani ’ should he performed at their own 
proper time. 

StJTRA (40). 

[PCrvapak^a]—“ Inasmuch as they are connected with their 
‘ Primaries the ‘ Subsidiaries * should be performed at 
THE time of the ‘ PRIMARIES 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the two texts—(a) ‘ Having erected the Fire-altar, 
one should perform the Sautrdmanl sacrifice * (Taitti. Sam. 6. 6. 3. 4); and 
(6) ‘ Having performed the Vdjapeya sacrifice, one should perform the 
Brhaapatiaava sacrifice ’,—it has been decided (under Adhihararui 13) that 
in each case the two sacrifices are mentioned together for the purpose of 
showing that one is part of the other. The question that arises now is— 
Should the Sautrdmanl be performed immediately on the erection of the 
Fire-altar, as an extension of the same (erection) ? Or should it be performed 
at its own proper time ?—Similarly, should the Brhaapatiaava be performed 
immediately after, and as an extension of, the Vdjapeya ? Or at its own 
time ? 

The Purvapakaa view is as follows :— “ The two sacrifices should he 
performed at the time of their Primaries, —Why ?—Because the time for the 
‘ subsidiaries * is the same as that of their Primaries ; as a matter of fact, 
there is only one time for the Primaries and their Subsidiaries ; as is going 
to be explained imder Su. 11. 2. 7 ;—so that, after having erected the Fire- 
altar, the man should not rest there, he should proceed with the performance 
of another sacrifice, named ‘ Sautrdmanl * ;—similarly, after having com¬ 
pleted the Vdjapeyay he should not rest content with that, he should perform 
the sacrifice named ‘ Brhaspatisava 

SUTRA (41). 

[SiDDHANTA]— As A MATTER OF FACT, THE SACRIFICE IN QUESTION IS 
ENJOINED AS TO BE PERFORMED ON THE COMPLETION (OF THE 
OTHER SACRIFICE) ; HENCE ON ACCOUNT OF THE GENERAL 
INJUNCTION, IT SHOULD BE PERFORMED AT ITS OWN 

PROPER TIME. 

Bhd§ya. 

The other sacrifice (Brhaspatisava or Sautrdmanl) has been enjoined 
as to be performed on the * completion * of the Primary Sacrifice ( Vdjapiya 
or Erection of the Fire-aUar) ;—^there is ‘ completion * of a sacrifice only when 
all its main subsidiaries have been performed ; not, as you think, when the 
details of the main sacrifice itself have been performed.—Why so ?—Because 
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the term expressing the Primary Sacrifice appears with the Instrumental 
Ending—‘ Vdjapeyena isfvd *—which means ‘ after having by means of the 
Vdjaplya^ carried on the operation leading up to the Result ’ ;—^and this 
‘ operation ’ is understood to consist in the Primary Sacrifice along with its 
subsidiaries, not independently of its subsidiaries. The BrhaapcUisava 
could have been performed as an extension of the Vdjap^ya, if we had the 
text in the form ‘ Vdjapeyam abhinirvartya where (by the presence of the 
Accusative Ending) the Vdjapeya would appear as the desired end. Such 
however is not the form of the text. Hence the text must mean ‘ after 
having performed all the subsidiaries of the Vdjapeya [one should perform 
the Brhaspatisava^ \ —Such being the case,, the sacrifice in question (Brhaspati- 
sava) should be taken as to be performed after the performance of the 
Vdjapeya has been finished, and the time of the Vdjapeya has passed away. 
[That is, even though it is ‘ part ’ of the Vdjapeya, its performance is to come 
after the Vdjapeya with all its component subsidiaries has been performed.] 
Under the circumstances, the Brhaapatiaava falls under the same Injimction as 
the Jyotistoma which (being the Archetype of all Soma sacrifices) lends the 
details of its procedure to the Brhaspatisava ; whereby this latter must be 
performed at its own proper time (in accordance with the details borrowed 
from the Jyotispoma). —And similarly the Sautrdmanl would fall under the 
general injunction of the Darsha-Purnamdsa (which is the Archetype of all 
lapis) and as such be performed at the time of the Darsha-Purnamdsa. 

Says the Opponent—“ In the case of the Vdjapeya, it may be that, 
on €tccount of the Instrumental ending in the phrase ‘ Vdjapeyena iatvd 
the meaning is ‘ having completed the sacrifice ’ ; but this is not possible 
in the case of the Fire-altar, where the word being ‘ Chitvd the meaning 
would be ‘ having completed the Chayana (Erection) ’ [and the Chayana 
would not come in as an instniment, like the Vdjapeya ; and hence its com¬ 
pletion need not mean the performance of all its subsidiaries] 

Answer —That is not so ; the words of the text are ‘ agnim chitvd ’ 
which means ‘ having embellished (consecrated) the Fire by means of the 
Chuyana-rite ’ ; now the term -‘ Agni ’ stands for the Fire ; and merely placing 
it upon the ground does not confer any benefit (sanctity) upon the Fire ;— 
if a sacrifice is performed in the Fire which has been placed upon the 
ground, then such a chayana (consisting of placing upon the ground and 
performing of the sacrifice) could be regarded as conferring a sanctity upon 
the Fire ; and hence the phrase ^ having completed the Agni ’ must mean 
‘ after having performed the sacrifice in the Fire placed upon the ground ’ ; 
—as, so long as no sacrifice has been performed, the Agni is not benefited by 
the Chayana at all. That benefit (sanctity) conferred on the Agni whereby 
the Agni helps the Sacrificer does not consist in merely placing it on the 
ground. Hence in this case also the ‘ completing of the Agni ’ must mean 
‘ after having performed the sacrifice ’. 


End of Pdda Hi of Adhydya IV. 



ADHYlYA IV. 

PADA IV. 


Adhikaeana (1) : ‘ Oambling ’ and the like are ‘ subsidiary ’ 
to the ‘ Sacrifices ’ included under 
‘ Rdjacuya 

StJTRA (1). 

[PObvapaki?a]—“All the acts enjoined aee not-subsidiaey 
(Pbimaby), because the name of the Context is 

EQUALLY APPLICABLE TO ALL 

Bhd§ya. 

(a) Anumati and the rest are a few sacrificial acts laid down—[(1) ‘ Offers 
a cake baked on eight pans to Anumati * ; (2) ‘ Offers a cake baked upon one 
pan, to Nirrti ’; (3) ‘ Offers the cooked rice to Aditya ; (4) ‘ a cake baked upon 
eleven pans to Agni-Vwnu^ (Taitti. Sam. 1. 8. 1. 1) ;—(b) certain animals 
are spoken of, Malhd^ etc. [(1) ‘ Sacrifices the pregnant MaJhd, —i.e. she-goat 
with feats hanging by its neck—to Aditya^ \ (2) ‘the little she-goat—to 
Maruts ’ ; ‘ the Prasfliauhi —i.e. the cow capable of carrying a load,—to the 
Ashvina ’] (Taitti. Sana. 1. 8. 19. 1) ;—(c) again, certain Homa-offerings called 
‘ Ddrvika-hoinas \ are prescribed in the texts ' Valmikavapdydm> homah ’ (‘ the 
Homa offered on the omentiun of white-ants ’);— (d) and certain other acts as 
—(1) ‘ Gambles with the cow capable of carrying a load ’; (2) ‘ Wins over the 
Rdjanya ’; (3) ‘ Recites the story of ShunaJishepha ’ ; (4) ‘ Takes a bath —In 
close proximity to all these we liave the text "Rdjasuyena svdrajyakdmo yajeta" 
[‘ One desiring self-sovereignty should perform the Rdjasuya sacrifice —Here 
then we find mentioned a sacrifice of the name of " Rdjasuya \ of which the 
actual form is not mentioned ; and it is mentioned in close proximity to a 
number of ♦ acts whose actual forms are mentioned ;—from this it is gathered 
that the former, ‘ Rdjasuya is a collective name for all the said acts taken 
together. 

In regard to all this, there arises the question—Does the word ‘ rdjasuya ’ 
denote the whole group of acts spoken of, Anumati and the rc^st [and hence 
all these acts are equally ‘ primary ’] ? Or does it denote some and not 
others [and hence the former are ‘ primary ’ and the latter ‘ subsidiary ’] ? 


♦ The word ‘ ydgdndm ’ in the printed text should not be there ; it is not found 
in MS. B. What are meant are all those acts that are mentioned in the texts 
quoted; some of these are not ‘ yaga ’; if they were, the whole point of the 
Adhikarana would be lost. The Siddkdnta is that of all the acts^ those that are 
of the form of ‘ sacrifice ’ are ‘ primary the others are ‘ subsidiary ’; if all the 
acts were ‘ sacrifices no such distinction would be possible. 
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On this question, the Purvapak^a view is as follows :—“ The word 
* rdjasuya ’ denotes all the acts spoken of.—Why ?— Becaiise the name of the 
Context is equally applicable to all ; i.e. the name of the ‘ context ’ belongs 
equally to the Rdjasuya and all the acts in question. It is called ‘ rdjasuya \ 
because the ‘ rdjd ’ {Soma) * auyate * (has its juice extracted) ; or because 
it is the (sacrifice) offered by the (King).—^Thus then, the 

‘ Context ’ being equally applicable to all the acts, and there being no grounds 
for making any distinction among them, the word ‘ rdjasuya ’ should denote 
all these acts; and the result spoken of (‘self-sovereignty’) would follow 
from that act (or group of acts) which is named ‘ Rdjasuya \ —From this it 
follows that all the acts in question are ‘primary acts’.” 

SOTRA (2). 

[SiddhInta]— In reality, those that are not of the nature of 

‘ SACRIFICE * SHOULD BE SUBSIDIARY, BECAUSE THEY 
CAN BE DIFFERENTIATED. 

Bhd§ya. 

The phrase 'api vd\ ‘in reality’, serves to set a«ide the Purvapaksa 
view. 

Of the acts in question, those that are not of the nature of ‘ sacrifice ’ 
should be regarded as subsidiary ;—e.g. the acts of Gambling and the rest.— 
When it is said that ‘ One should bring about self-sovereignty by means 
of the sacrifice named Rdjasuya \ it is meant that self-sovereignty is brought 
about by the act of Sacrijicey —not by what is rwt an act of sacrifice ; and 
Gambling and the rest are acts that are not sacrifices ;—consequently these 
acts that are mentioned should be regarded as subsidiary to those that are 
of the nature of ‘ sacrifice which latter are what bring about the desired 
result. 



Adhikarana (2): ‘ Oarnbling ’• is subsidiary to the entire 

Rdjasuya sacrifice. 

SUTRA (3). 

't 

[PtTRVAPAK^A]—“ That which is mentioned in the middle 
APPERTAINS TO THAT ACT WHICH IS IN PROXIMITY TO IT*’. 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Rdjasuya, in the course of the Abhipechanlya 
sacrifice, we find Qamhling and certain other acts laid down in the texts—‘ He 
gambles with the cow capable of carrying a load * and so forth [see texts 
quoted in connection with the preceding Adhikarana']. 

In regard to these acts, there arises the question—Are they subsidiary 
to the AhhMchanlya (which is a part of the Rdjasuya) only ? Or to the 
entire Rdjasuya ? 

The Purvapakaa view is that,—“ inasmuch as they have been mentioned 
in the middle, they should be subsidiary to that ast which is in close proxi¬ 
mity to it ;—this would be in keeping with the fact that the acts have been 
spoken of in the immediate proximity of the Ahhis^chaniya 

SOTRA (4). 

[8iddhanta]— In reality, they should be regarded as subsidiary 

TO ALL THE SACRIFICES (MAKING UP THE ‘ RAJASCYA BECAUSE 

THEY ARE ALL ENJOINED AS EQUALLY (IMPORTANT) ; THE 

‘ Context * also does not belong to the one act (of 
Abhi^EchanIya) ; they have been mentioned in the 

MIDDLE FOR THE PURPOSE OF INDICATING THEIR 
CONNECTION (WITH ALL). 

Bhdsya. 

The Qamhling and other acts should be regarded as subsidiary to the 
Anumati and all the sacrifices enjoined in the texts.—Why ?— Because they 
are all enjoined as equally important ; i.e. the Anumali and the other sacrifices 
are all equally enjoined, and they are all fruitful and hence ‘ primary 
The ‘ Context ’ also belongs to all these, not to the Abhisechanlya only. 
As a matter of fact, on the strength of ‘Order*, the acts in question should 
be subsidiary to the Abhisechanlya only, while on the strength of ‘Context *^ 
they should be subsidiary to all the sacrifices ; and ‘ Context’ is more autho¬ 
ritative than ‘Order*. Hence it follows that they cannot be regarded as 
subsidiary to the Abhisechanlya only.—^They have been mentioned in the 
middle of (i.e. in close proximity to) the Abhisechanlya, because being 
performed there (i.e. in proximity, and along with) the Abhisechanlya, they 
would benefit all the sacrifices. 



Adhikarana (3): The ' Saumya ’ and the rest are to be 
performed at the time of the Upasads. 

SUTRA (5). 

[PCrvapak^a]—“ There being no difference in the Context, 

BOTH WOULD BE INCOMPATIBLE 
Bhdsya, 

In course of the Rdjasuya^ the Upasada are performed ; in connection 
with these Upaaads we read—‘ Puraatadupasaddm aaumyena charantiy 
antard tvdsprerM, upariatdd vaiaimvena ’ [‘ Before the Upaaads, they make 
the offering to Soma ; in between the Upaaads they make the offering to 
Tvastr, and after the Upasada, they make the offering to Vianu ’] (Taitti. Bra. 
1 . 8 . 1 . 2 ). 

In regard to this, there arises the question—Are the Saumya and other 
offerings part of the Upasada ? Or are they only to be performed at the 
time of the Upasada ? 

The Purvapakaa view is that—“ they are part of the Upasada ;—why ?— 
because their connection with the Upaaads is directly asserted by the texts 
quoted ;—^while, if the texts were taken as laying down the time for the 
offerings, they would express this only by Indirect Indication. Hence we 
conclude that the offerings in question are part of the Upasads. — Objection: 
‘ The offerings qualified by (made at) the time might be taken as part of the 
Upasads ; so that we could have both—^the connection of the offerings with 
the Upasads, as well as the injunction of time by means of the term purastdt 
{before) ; that is, the presence of the word “ Upasad ’ would denote the fact of 
the offerings being part of the Upasada, while the force of the term purastCit 
(before) would denote the fact that the offerings are to be made before (the 
Upasads) \—^The answer to this is that both would be incompatible ; i.e. in 
one and the same sentence, it is not possible for one word—‘ upasaddm ’— 
to qualify the Saumya and other offerings (as part of the Upasada) and also 
to denote the point of time ‘ before the Upasads ’ ; as, if this were done, there 
would be a syntactical split.—From this we conclude that the text cannot 
be taken as declaring the offerings as qualified by the time to be part of the 
Upasads.'^' 

StJTRA (6). 

[Siddhanta]— In keality, the text should be taken as laying 

DOWN TIME ONLY ; BECAUSE WE SEE NO DIFFERENCE. 

Bhdsya. 

The phrase '^apivd* (‘in reality’) indicates the rejection of the Purva¬ 
pakaa view. 
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Time only should be taken as laid down by the text,—and it should 
not be taken as serving the purpose of laying down that the offerings are 
part of the Upasads .—^Why ?—Becavse we perceive no difference ; i.e. we 
do not perceive any difference between the text in question and other texts 
which are admitted to be injunctions of time,—such texts, for instance, 
as ‘ they offer the Anuydjas after the offering to Agni-marut In the present 
case also the Saumya and other offerings are such as have been already enjoined 
(elsewhere), and so also the Upasads ; it is only their sequence that has not 
been enjoined elsewhere ; hence it is this sequence alone that can form the 
object of the injunction in question.—From this it follows that time alone 
is laid down by the text in question. 


9 



Adhikabai^a (4): The ‘ Armna-homm ’ are subsidiary to 
the ‘ Sdhgrahayaryi ’ and the rest. 

StJTRA (7). 

Fob ebasons ai^eady explained, the ‘ fruitful * should be the 

‘ PBIMARY ’ OF THE OTHER (WHICH IS NOT FRUITFUL). 

Bhdsya. 

The text—‘ Vaiahvadevlm adngraJtdyariAm nirva^U grdmakdmah ’ [‘ Desir¬ 
ing to acquire a village, one should offer the Sdngrahdyani sacrifice to the 
Vishvidevaa ’] (Taitti. Sam. 2. 3. 9. 3);—in connection with this sacrifice, 
we read of the Atnana-Jioma offerings in the text ‘ AfimrutYruxsiyarnarmsya 
d^vd Ui tiara dhvtlrjvhoti ’ [‘ Repeating the mantra Ainarvamasydmariaaya 
divdh, he pours three libations into the Fire ’]. 

In connection with this, there arisep the question—Are the Amana^ 
homaa equal, in primary character, to the Sdngrahdyani ? Or are they 
subsidiary to it ? 

On this question, the Pdrvapdkaa view is as follows :—“ They are equally 
‘ primary ’ with the Sdngrahdyaiu sacrifice ;—why ?—because the grounds 
for being regarded as ‘ primary *,—^which consist in the presence of the 
element of ‘ Sacrifice —are equally present in both [i.e. both are of the 
nature of ‘ Sacrifice —‘ But the Atnana-homaa are not fruitful [they are 
not spoken of as bringing about any results; and as such, they should be sub¬ 
sidiaries].’ —^The answer to this is that the term ‘ grdmakdmah ’ (‘ desiring 
to acquire a village occurring in the other sentence) may be construed 
with the Homaa [so that they would be fruitful ],—^From all this it follows 
that the Homaa in question are equally ‘ primary * with the Sdngrahdyani 
sacrifice.” 

In answer to this Puhxipalc^a, we have the following Siddhanta — For 
reasons alneady eocplained, the fruitful should he the primary of the other. It is 
not true that the Homos in question are equally ‘ primary ’ with the Sacrifice. 
Because, as a matter of fact, the fruitful (which brings about a result) is always 
the ‘ primary * of what is not fruitful; and in the case in question, the sacrifice 
is spoken of as bringing about a result (the acquisition of a village), while 
the Homos are not spoken of as bringing about any results.—“ We have 
already said that the term ‘ desiring to acquire a village ’ would be con¬ 
strued with the sentence laying down the Homos [so that these also would be 
fruUfuiy' —^The answer to this is that no such construction—the Elliptical 
Extension of the term from one sentence to the other—is possible in the case 
in question, because there is intervention; and it has been shown under 
Sfi. 2. 1. 49 that ‘ There should be no Elliptical Extension where there is 
intervention of unconnected words ” What is it that intervenes here 
between the two texts (one laying down the Sdngrahdyarki and the other 
laying down the Amana-homas) ? ”.—The intervention is caused by the 
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Paridhi-TnarUras —‘ XJgroeyugrastvam dlv^vadhyv^ohxim aajdt^u hhuydaam 
priydfji, aajdtdndm ugrashcheUd vaatibhih* (TaittL Sam. 1. 6. 2. 1) (‘Thou 
art mighty among the divinities; may I become very mighty among my 
Kinsmen, loved by my Kinsmen, and mighty in the possession of riches *). 
It is after these mantras that we have the text ‘With the mantra dmcma- 
maaya, etc. he pours three libations into the Fire ’ [wherein the Amana^homaa 
are prescribed].—From all this it follows that the Amana-homaa are subsidiary 
to the Sdngrahdyarjn sacrihce. 



ADHiKARAijrA (5): The offering of the ‘ Curd-cup ’ is 
compulsory {essential). 

SUTRA (8). 

[POrvapak^a—A]—“The offering of the ‘Curd-cup’ is a contin- 
GENT ACT, because OF THE DIRECT ASSERTION TO THAT EFFECT 

Bhdsya. 

{What is ‘ primary ’ is ‘ purusdrtha \ subserving the purposes of man, and 
what is ‘ subsidiary ’ is ‘ kratvartha' subserving the purposes of a sacrifice. Similarly 
what is ‘ compulsory * essential * is ‘ krcUvartha ’ and what is ‘ contingent ’ is 
‘ purumrtha \ That is why the subject of ‘ compulsory ’ and ‘ contingent ’ acts 
has been introduced here.] 

In connection with the Jyotisfoma, we road—‘ Yam vai kdnchit 
adhvaryuahcha yajamdnaahcha devatdm antaritah tasyd ahrshchetay yat prdja- 
patyam dadhigraham grhndti shamayalyevaindm * [‘If the Adhvaryu and the 
Sacrificer omit a deity, that Deity becomes angry ; if he oilers the Curd-cu]) 
to Prajdpatiy he pacifies that Deity’] (Taitti. Sam. 3. 5. 9. 1). 

In regard to .this, there arises the question—Is this offering of the 
‘ Curd-cup ’ compulsory (essential) ? Or contingent (non-essential) ? 

On this question, the first Purvapakm {A) is as follows :—“ The offering 
of the ‘ Curd-cup ’ is a contingent act, because of the direct assertion to that 
effect ; i.e. the offering is directly asserted as to be performed only when 
the contingency, in the shape of the ‘ omission of the Deity is present; and 
certainly this omission cannot be compulsory or essential; hence it follows 
that the offering is contingent^ 


SUTRA (9). 

[PCrvapaksa— B]—“ It should be regarded as compulsorx also ; 

BECAUSE OF THE PRESENCE OF THE TERM ‘ JYfi^THA 

Bhd§ya. 

“ It has been said that the offering is a contingent act; we accept that; 
but it is compulsory oZ«o.-*-~Why ?— Because of the presence of the term ^ jyestha *. 
In the following text we find the term ^jyispha’ (applied to the offering 
in question)— va esa grahdr%dm^ yasyaisa grhyatl jyai§thyamhxi 
gachchhati ’ [‘ This Curd-cup is the foremost of the cups, he for whom this is 
offered becomes foremost’] (Taitti. Sam. 3. 5. 9. 1); the term ^Jyistha^ 
stands for the most important or the foremost ; in the present instance, it 
stcmds for the foremost, not the most importanU It is only when the offering 
is compulsory that it can be so eulogised (as ‘ the foremost ’); for people 
do not eulogise what is fleeting.—^From this it follows that the offering 
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is compulsory as well as contingent ; so that it may be offered even when the 
contingency (omission of the Deity) is not there, and also when the contin¬ 
gency is there.” 

SCTRA (10). 

[POrvapaksa concluded] —“ Also because it is spoken of as 

HAVING THE FORM OF ALL (DEITIES) 

Bhdsya. 

In the following text we find the offering spoken of as having the form of 
all deities—‘ Sarvisdm vd etaddevdndm rupam yadesa grdhah^ yasyaisa grhyate 
sarvdnyevainam pashundm rupdnyupatiathante * [‘ This Cup represents the 
forms of all deities, he for whom tiiis Cup is offered obtains all forms of 
Cattle’] (Taitti. Sam. 3. 5. 9. 1). No other ‘form of deities’ can be per¬ 
ceptible to us, except ‘ nityatva ’ (eternality^ which in the case of Action, 
consists in its being compulsory). —From this also it follows that the offering 
is compulsory as well as contingent ”. 

SOTRA (11). 

[Siddhanta]— In reality, it should be regarded as compulsory ; 
[THE text speaking OF THE OMISSION OF THE DeITY] SHOULD BE TAKEN 

AS A COMMENDATORY DECLARATION ; BECAUSE THE TWO PERSONS 
SPOKEN OF IN CONNECTION WITH THE ACT, ARE NOT 
NECESSARILY CONNECTED WITH THE ‘ OMISSION AND 
ALSO BECAUSE THE ‘ OMISSION ’ IS AN 
INCONSTANT FACTOR. 

Bhdsya. 

It has been declared that the offering is compulsory as well as contingent ; 
—but in reality, it should be regarded as compulsory only, because of the 
presence of the term ‘ foremost ’ and because of the offering being spoken 
as * having the form of all deities ’• 

As for the argument that—“ it is found laid down as to be done only 
when the particular contingency, in the shape of the ‘ omission of the deity 
is present ”,—the answer is that the ‘ omission of a deity ’ is nowhere spoken 
of as the condition of the offering ; because the tvx> persons —the Adhvaryu 
Priest and the Sacrificer — spoken of in connection with the act, are not con¬ 
nected with the ‘ omission ’ ; that is to say, we do not find it asserted that 
‘ The Adhvaryu or the Sacrificer should omit a deity *; in fact, the ‘ omission ’ 
is something inconstant. Nor again, have we any such words as ‘ The 
Curd-cup should be offered only when there is omission ’; in fact, the ‘ offering 
of the Curd-cup ’ is to be done irrespectively of all conditions. As for the 
redressing of the wrong done by the omission of the deity, which is spoken 
of in the text quoted, that could only be a purpose that is served by the said 
offering; in which case the offering being compulsory and the purpose served 



840 


SKABAJU.-BHi9T4: 


by it inconatemtf it could not be right that a compulsory offering is made for 
the redressing of an ^ omission * which is inconatcmt (uncertain); and hence 
if the purpose served were inconstant, that woiild militate against the 
direct assertion of the compulsory (constant) character of the offering.—^If, 
therefore, the text speaking of ‘ the omission of the deity * be taken as a 
comipendatory declaration, there is no militating against the Direct Assertion; 
because in that case, the Cup is not offered for the redressing of the wrong 
done by the ‘ omission ’ ; there is an entirely different purpose served by it, 
and the mention of the omission is only for the purpose of eulogising it; the 
purpose served by the offering of the Curd-cup is that it is a subsidiary to 
the Soma-sacrifice, 

This same conclusion is indicated by the fact that the ‘ omission * is 
something inconstant ; so that it is the inconstant * omission ^ which is 
mentioned with a view to eulogise the constant (compulsory offering). 

From all this it follows that the objection does not affect our position 
that the offering of the Curd-cup is a compulsory act. 



ADHiKARAijrA (6) : The ‘ Vaishvanara ’ sacrifice is a 
contingent act 


StJTRA (12). 


[PCTrvapak^a]—The ' Vaishvanara ’ should be regarded as 

‘ COMPULSORY BECAUSE ITS NUMBER IS THE SAME AS THAT 
OF (other) COMPULSORY. THINGS ”, 


Bhd^ya. 


There is the Setting up of the Fire-altar, laid down in the text—‘ Ya ivam- 
vidvdn agnim chinvlV [‘If one knowing this sets up the Fire-altar, etc.’] 
(Taitti. Sam. 5. 6. 2. 1). In connection with this, we read— ‘ Yo vai aam* 
vaimramukhy(mMbhftvd agnim chimU^f yathd sdmigarbho vvpadyaX6 tddfgiva 
tadartimarchMt, vaishvdnaram dvadaahakapaktm purastdnnirvap^t, aamvcU^ 
saro vdgnirvaishvdnaro yathd m7hv€d8aramdptvd dgcU^ vijdyatM ^vamlva 
mmvataaramdptvd hoM dgat& agnithchiniUS ndrtimrchchhBt iti ; agh^h priyd 
tanuryat vaishvdnarah, priydm^vdaya tanumavarundiU^ * [‘If one erects the 
Fire-altar without having kept the Fire in the hearth, he perishes just like 
a half-developed embryo; a cake baked on twelve pans should first of all 
be offered to Vaishvanara ; the year itself is the Fat>^mnara-Fire ; just as 
the embryo grows in a year and is born when the time arrives, so if one 
keeps the Fire in the hearth for one year and then erects the Fire-altar, 
when the proper time arrives, then, he does not perish; this Vaishvdruzra 
is the Fire’s beloved body; the sacrificer obtains a beloved body’] (Taitti. 
Sam. 6. 5. 1. 7). 

In regard to this, there arises the question—Is this Vaishvdnara sacrifice 
compulsory ? Or contingent ? 

The PuTvapak^ view is as follows :—“ Here also the> Vaishvdnara sacrifice 
is compulsory ; and the statement that ‘ the sin involved in not keeping the 
Fire in the hearth for a year is destroyed by the Vaishvanara * is pxirely 
commendatory.—^Further, its number is the same as that of other com¬ 
pulsory things^ —as in the text ‘ Trvi^yUdni havim^i bhavarUif traya imS lokdh 
S§dm lokdndmdrohdya ’ [‘ Three are these offering-materials, three are these 
regions ; to climb up to these regions *] ;—^thei^ is no similarity between the 
• offering-materials ’ and the ‘ regions * ; what the sentence means is that 
‘ just as there are three eternal regions so are there the three offering- 
materials ’,—^in this way the offering-materials being eulogised by being 
likened to the regions.—^From all this it follows that the Vaishvdnara sewjrifioe 
is compulsory 
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SUTRA (13). 

[SiddhInta]—In reality, it should be regarded as contingent ; 

BECAUSE THE EVIL IS SPOKEN OF AS APPEARING ONLY AFTER 
THE CONTINGENCY HAS COME ABOUT. 

Bhd§ya. 

It is only when the contingency^ in the shape of not keeping the fire in 
the hearthy has come about that the evil (of perishing) appears : until it has 
itself come about, it cannot be the cause of the evil. Hence in this case 
there is no such incompatibility as we found in the case of the ‘ Curd-cup ’ ; 
and consequently the passage cannot be taken as a commendatory declara¬ 
tion ; the act must be taken as contingent. 

It has been argued that “ the sameness of number with the regions is 
possible only if the sacrifice in question is a contingent act, not otherwise ”.— 
Our answer to this is that, by reason of there being three regions and the 
offering-materials resembling them in that respect, the passage will have to 
be taken as a commendatory declaration. 



A1)HIKARANa (7): The sixth Altar is contingent. 

SUTRA (14). 

[P(Trvapak§a continued] —“ The sixth Altar should be regarded 

AS COMPULSORY AND ESSENTIAL BECAUSE IT IS PRECEDED BY 
others [which ARE ALL COMPULSORY AND ESSENTIAL] 

Bhdsya. 

There is the Setting up of the Fire-altar, laid down in the text—‘ One who 
knowing thus sets up the Fire-altar * (Taitti. Sam. 5. 5. 2. 1); in connection 
with this we read—‘ SarhvcUaaro vainam pratiaphdyai nudati, yo"gnlnchltvd 
na pratitisthati pancha purvdshchitayo bhavanti, cUha sasthinchif irlchiniUe ’ 
[‘ The year urges him to obtain social standing: if one, having set up the 
Fire-altar, does not obtain social standing, after the five altars have been 
set up, he should set up the sixth altar ’] (Taitti. Sam. 5. 4. 2. 2). 

In regard to this, there arises the question—Is it the Compulsory Fire 
that is spoken of here as six-altared [so that all the six altars are compulsory 
and essential) ? Or, is the Fire set up in the one (sixth) Altar a Contingent 
one ? 

On this question, we have the following Purvapaksa —“ The sixth 
altar is laid down in regard to the compulsory Fire ; and it is in regard to 
this sixth altar, which also is compulsory, that we have the commendation 
to the effect that ‘ this Altar is so effective that tlirough it, even one who does 
not deserve social standing attains that standing ’.—‘ But why is the sentence 
explained in this manner ? —Because we find the term ‘ sixth ’ present in 
the text; that which completes the number six is the ‘ sixth ’ ; hence the 
term ‘ sixth ’ could not rightly be applied to the one altar only. Hence 
what is compulsory is the Fire set up on the six altars 


SUTRA (15). 

[PCrvapak^a continued] —Also because it is enumerated in 
the same manner as those (five altars)”. 

Bhdsya. 

“Asa matter of fact, we find that the sixth Altar has been enumerated in 
the same manner as the five preceding Altars, in the following text—‘ lyam 
vdva prathamd chitih^ osadhayah pur%§am ; Antarikaam vdva dvUiya chitih, 
vaydrhsi purlaam ; Asau vdva trtlyd chitih, nakacUrdni purlaam : Yajho vdva 
chaturthd chitih daksind purl§am ; Yajamdno vava panchamx chitih. prajdh 
punaam • SamvcUsaro vdva aa^thl chitih^ rtavah pur^am ’ (Taitti. Sam. 6 . 6 . 
10, 3) [‘ This earth is the first Altar ; the herbs are the dung ; the sky verily 
is the second Altar, the birds are the dung; this same is the third AUar, 
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the stars are the dung; the saoridoe is the fourth Altar, the sacrificial fee is 
the dung; the sacrificer is the fifth Altar, his offsprings are the dung ; the year 
is the sixth Altar, the seasons are the dung ’] (Taitti. Sam. 6. 6. 10. 3); 
as a rule, things that are similar are always enumerated as similar, as in the 
sentence-^* The Dtvas^ and Qandharvas were in one place, and the A suras, 
Rak^, and Pishdchas were in another place’ (Taitti. Sam. 2. 4. 1. 1); — ^in 
the case in question also we find the five altars eniunerated as similar to 
the sixth Altar; hence it follows that this sixth Altar should be similar to 
those five \ and it can be so sinxilar to those only if it were set up at that 
same sacrifice at which those five have been set up.—From this also it 
follows that the same Fire is set up on the six altars and hence the sixth also 
is compulsory.” 

SCTRA (16). 

[PCbvapak^a contimbed ] —Also because it is only thus that 

THE COMMENDATORY DECLARATION BECOMES APPLICABLE 

Bha^ya. 

** There is a commendatory declaration also,—‘ J^ap chitayo hhavanti, 
^ 'pun^diyi, tdni dvddasha sampadyantif dvadasha mdsdh samvatsarah, 
samvatsara eva pratUipthcdi ’ [‘ There are six altars and six dungs; these 
together become twelve ; twelve months make the year; the year itself be¬ 
comes stable ’] (Taitti. Saih. 6. 6. 10. 3);—this declaration could never be 
applicable if the Fire were set up on a single altar —From this also it follows 
that what is compulsory is the Fire set up on six aUarsJ*^ 

SUTRA (17). 

[SiddhInta]— In reality, the Fire set up on one Altar should 

BE REGARDED AS ‘ CONTINGENT ’ *, BECAUSE IT HAS BEEN LAID 
DOWN AS TO BE DONE AFTER THE COMPLETION (OF THE 
MAIN SACRIFICE), ON A CERTAIN CONTINGENCY 
ARISING. 

Bkd^ya, 

In reality, the Fire set up on one AUar should be regarded as ‘ contingent ’. 
— ^Why ?—Because it has been laid down as to be done after the completion 
of the main sacrifice, on the contingency —of social standing not being attained 
—arising. So that this (sixth) altar is laid down for one who has not attained 
social standing, and as such, is contingent •, hence it can never be regarded 
as compulsory. 

Then again, it has been laid down as to be done after the completion of 
the sacrifice, and hence it ccuinot be done while the sacrifice is still going on. 
—“ The term used in the text is ‘ chUvd ‘ having set up the altar ’, which 
shows that the sixth Altar is to be set up after the other five altars have been 
set up, and not after the sacrifice has been completed ”,—^The answer to this is 
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that the term ‘ chitvd * does not stand for what is connoted by this term 
itself ; in fact it stands for what is expressed by the sentence ; so that what 
the phrase ‘agnim chitvd \ ‘having set up the Fire on the altar\ means is 
‘ having accomplished the purpose by the setting up of the Fire on the altar * ; 
and as a matter of fact, the ‘ purpose ’ of the setting up of the Fire-altar 
becomes accomplished only when the sacrifice is completed, not otherwise.— 
Then again, the woM ‘ sixth ’, occurring after the mention of the five altars, 
can be taken only in relation to these five. That also is the reason why we 
say that it is to be done after the completion of the Sacrifice ,—Thus it is found 
that on the strength of the Vedic text, the Fire spoken of as ‘sixth’ is one 
that has been set up on one altar only (and this is ‘ contingent ’). 

SUTRA (18). 

As REGARDS THE SAMENESS OF THE MANNER OF ENUMERATION WITH 
THOSE (five altars),—THAT IS DUB TO INCOMPATIBILITY. 

Bhd§ya, 

This Sutra supplies the answer to Sutras (15) and (16). 

(a) ‘ The sameness of the enumeration with those (five altars) ’ (which 
has been urged in Sii. 15), as also (6) ‘ the commendatory declaration * (which 
has been urged in Su, 16), is quite explicable (under the SiMhdnta view): 
(a) The meaning is that ‘ There are five altars set up first, and when the 
man does not attain social standing by means of these, then he sets up the 
sixth, with a view to attaining social standing — (h) The praising of the 
altars as ‘ twelve ’ can be explained as being in relation to the five altars 
along with the dimgs.—^That the two passages have to be so taken is due 
to the ‘ incompatibility between the ‘ one ’ (altar) and the numbers ‘ six ’ 
and ‘ twelve ’.—As for the ‘ enumeration *, we find dissimilar things also 
enumerated together; e.g. in the text ‘ Divinities, Men, and Pitrs—these 
were elsewhere ’ (Taitti. Sam. 2. 4. 1. 1)—[where the three kinds of beings 
are entirely dissimilar]. 



ADHiKABAijrA (8): The ‘ Pivdapitryajha ’ is not 
‘ svhsidiary ’ to any Act. 

SUTRA (19). 

The PitryajSa should not be regarded as a ‘ subsidiary act 

BECAUSE IT HAS ITS OWN TIME. 

Bhdsya. 

Among sacrifices to be performed on the Arnavasya (Moonless) Day, 
we find the Pitryajna laid down in the text—‘ Amdvdsydydm apardhni pin^- 
pitryajnena charanti ’ [‘ On the Arnavasya in the afternoon, they perform 
the Pindapitryajha'^ (Taitti. Bra. 1. 3. 10. 2). 

In regard to this, there arises the question—Is this Pindapitryajna 
subsidiary to the Amdvdsyd sacrifice ? Or is it not a subsidiary act at all ? 

The Purvapaksa view is as follows :—“ It should be regarded as a 
subsidiary, because it is prescribed in close proximity to a fruitful action 
(and has no result mentioned in connection with itself), and also because of 
the commendatory passage speaking of ‘ niskraya * [i.e. the passage (Taitti. 
Sam. 1. 3. 10. 2), ‘ PUrbhya eva yad yajnam niskriya yajamdno devebhyah 
prateiniUe ‘ Having first, by way of exchange, offered the sacrifice to the 
Pitrs^ the sacrificer proceeds to offer it to the deities * ; where it is clear that 
the sacrifice to the Pitrs is subsidiary to the sacrifice to the deities’]. —The other 
party might argue thus—‘ It is only when an unfruitful action is spoken 
of in proximity to a fruitful one that the former is regarded as subsidiary 
to the latter; in the C6ise in question however, the Pitryajna may be regarded 
fruitful, as leading to Heaven ’ (which is a result that may be assumed in 
connection with every act) [as explained under Su. 4. 3. 13].’—The answer 
to this is that what has been urged is true, but in the case in question, as 
the word speaking of the Pitryajna is syntactically connected with (in apposi¬ 
tion to the word) speaking of the Amdvdsyd, there can be no justification for 
assuming any such result as Heaven.—Says the other party—‘ The word 
speaking of Amdvdsyd speaks of a day, a point of time, it could not be 
syntactically connected with (as being in apposition to) the word speaking 
of an act (the Pitryajha) ’.—The answer to this is that the apposition to 
the term expressing the act could be secured by having recourse to Indirect 
Indication [i.e. by taking the term ‘ amdvdsyd % ‘ Moonless Day as indirectly 
indicating the Sacrifice of that name, i.e. the Darsha sacrifice]; on the other 
hand, in support of the assuming of Heaven (as a result of the Pitryajna), 
there is neither Indirect Indication, nor Direct Assertion. Then again, 
there is the text—‘ Yal pitfbhyah putvMyuh karoli, pilfbhya Uat niskriya 
yajamdnx) devebhyah praianule * (Taitti. Sam. 1. 3. 10. 2 ; see above); where the 
Pitryajna is spoken of as a ‘ niskraya an ‘ exchange ’, in regard to the 
Amdvdsyd Sacrifice.-^From all this, it follows that it is * subsidiary ’ to the 
Amdvdsyd (Darsha) Sacrifice.” 
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In answer to the above Purvapakaa^ we have the following Siddhdnta — 
The Pitryajha should not he regarded as a subsidiary act, because it has its 
oum time ; that is the Piwfapit/fyajhd should not be regarded as a subsidiary ; 
—why ?— because it has its oum time ; i.e. it is connected with the time 
directly expressed by the word (‘ amdvdsyd ’), and not with an act of sacrifice 
indirectly indicated by that word. For instance, in the case of the text 
' Darsha-Purnamdsdbhydm is^vd somena yajeta'" (Taitti. Sam. 2. 5. 6. 1) 
fdealt with under Su. 4. 3. 37],—and in that of the text ‘ Pu/rastddupasaddm 
saumyeyia charanti ’ (Taitti. Bra. 1. 8. 1. 2) [dealt with under Su. 4. 4. 5-6],— 
the word concerned has been taken in the sense of time, which Ls what is 
directly expressed, and not in the sense of an act, which could be only 
indirectly indicated ; exactly so should it be in the present case ; because 
Direct Expression is always more authoritative than Indirect Indication.— 
It has been argued that, “ through Indirect Indication the term ‘ amdvdsyd * 
may be taken as in apposition to the act (of Pitryajha) ” ;—^but this is not 
possible ;—why ?—because recourse to Indirect Indication can be accepted 
only in the case of words that contain a mere reference to what is already 
known, and not in that of words that contain an injunction of something not 
otherwise known ;—the sentence that we are dealing with is an Injunction ; 
—hence it cannot be taken as expressing any connection between the 
Pitryajha and the act of Amdvdsyd sacrifice ; in fact what it speaks of is 
two acts that are performed at the same time (day) and wluch are entirely 
unconnected with one another. 

SUTRA (20). 

Also because, it is enumerated as being of equal 

IMPORTANCE. 

Bhdsya. 

As a matter of fact, the Pitryajha is found to be enumerated as being of 
equal importance with other ‘ primary ’ sacrifices ; e.g. in the text—‘ Chatvdro 
vai jnahdyajhdh — agnihotram, darsha-puinamdsau, jyotistomah, pinda- 
pitryajhah ’ [‘ There are four Major Sacrifices— Agnihotra, Darshxi-Purnamdsa, 
Jyotistoma, and Pindapitryajha ’] ;—in this sentence the Pitryajha has been 
spoken of as being of equal importance with the Major Sacrifices ; and in 
what sense could it be a ‘ major sacrifice ’ except in the sense that it brings 
about its own results ?—From this it follows that it cannot be regarded as a 
‘ subsidiary ’. 

SCTRA (21). 

Also because we find it spoken of as to be performed at a time 

WHEN THE other IS PROHIBITED. 

Bhdsya. 

For the following reason also the Pitryajha is not a subsidiary.—There is 
a text which indicates the performance of the Pitryajha at a time when the 
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Ama%)ii8ySL is prohibited—‘ Pauri^mdLstmiva yajUa hhrdtpyyavdn, ndmdvdaydm, 
hcuvd hhrdtfvyain amdvdsyayd yajikt, pif^4apUryaifit^ai^ amdvdsydydm 
prii^i ’ [" One who has enemies should perform the Paunyiindaa sacrifice* 
not the Amdvdayd sacrifice,—^the Amdvdayd sacrifice is to be performed only 
after the enemy has been killed,—on the Amdvdsyd day, one satisfies the deities 
by the Pifi/^pitTyajfkL only *] (Taitti. Sam. 2. 6. 4. 3).—^This passage clearly 
shows that the Pif^dapUfyajiia can be performed even when the Amdvdsyd 
scMsrifice is not ^|)erformed; and this is possible only if it is not subsidiary 
to the latter sacrifice. — ^From this also it follows that the PiryjktpUryajna 
is not a subsidiary [and hence it is an act that subserves the purpose of 
Man, not of sacrifice]. 

Question —^What is the use of all this discussion ? 

Answer —If the Purvapakaa view is correct, then—if the Fire-laying 
has been done on the Full-Moon Day, the Piijk^pitfyajfia should not be 
done on the next Moonless Day ;—on the other hand, it should be done, if 
the Siddhdnta view is correct.—^Another purpose served by the Adhikaraff,a 
is as follows :—In connection with the KuT^dUipdyindrnayaruXt it has been 
declared that * for a month one should offer the Agnihopra ; for a month one 
should perform the Daraha-purxikarndaa sacrifices * ;—now if the Purvapakaa 
view is correct, it would be necessary to offer the Piyyd^pitryajna also for 
a month;—^but not so, if the Siddhdnta view is correct.—They quote the 
following couplet also in this connection—‘ If the Fire-laying is done on the 
Full-Moon Day, the Pizjktfapitryajfia should be performed on the completion 
of the Dors/ki-sacrifice ; but if the Piry^pitryajria is not a subsidiary, then 
it should not be performed on that occasion alone *. 



ADHiKAiiAisrA (9): The Rope is an accessory of the 
Sacrificial Post 

SUTRA (22). 

[PCrvapak§a]—‘‘The Rope should be regarded as an accessory 

OF THE Animal ; because it has been laid down as to be 

USED ON THE ADVENT OF THE ANIMAL 

Bhd§ya, 

In connection with the Jyotiatonui^ we read—‘ Ashvinam graham 
gfhUvd trivrtd yupam pariviydgniyarh aavamyam pashumupdkaroti ’ [‘ Having 
taken up the cup dedicated to the Ashvins, and after having engirded the 
sacrificial post with the threefold rope, he sacrifices the Savaniya animal 
dedicated to Agni *]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question—^Is the Rope an accessory 
of the Animal ? Or of the Sacrificial Post ? 

The Purvapak^a view is as follows:—“ The Rope should he regarded as 
an accessory of the Animal ;—^why ?—hecaiise it has been laid down as to be 
used on the advent of the animal ; i.e. it has been laid down as to be used 
when the animal has been brought up; the connection of the Rope with the 
animal is found asserted in the originative injtinction, the sense of which is 
that ‘ he sacrifices the animal after having done the girding, not otherwi^ ’. 
This is the sense provided by the Direct Signification of the text; if it were 
taken as indicating the time, then that would involve recourse to Indirect 
Indication,—the girding indicating the time (of the Sacrifice),” 

SUTRA (23). 

In reality, it should be taken as an accessory of THE Sacrificial 
Post ; because it is an embellishment of that. 

Bhd§ya. 

At the Jyoti§toma, the embellishment of the Sacrificial Post is directly 
perceived; inasmuch as the Rope with which the Post is engirded, adds 
to the stability of the Post,—and the Post needs stability ; consequently 
the use of the Rope would serve the purpose of adding this stability to the 
Post.—^Then again, the Accusative ending (in ‘ yupam ’) could be justified only 
if the Post were the predominant factor; the Rope is spoken of by a word 
with the Instrumental ending, which shows that it is a subordinate factor ; 
—hence it must be an accessory of the Post. 

As regards the argument that—“ the Rope is laid down as to be used 
on the advent of the animal ”,—^it has got to be refuted ; and in answer to 
this we say that the fact that ‘ it is laid down as to be used on the advent 
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of the animal * is deduced from Syntactical Connection^ while the Accusative 
Ending is a Direct Assertion and is perceptible; and these two circumstances 
—Direct Assertion and Perception—should set aside the indication of Syn¬ 
tactical Connection.—As for having. recourse to Indirect Indication^ it is 
reasonable that recourse be had to Indirect Indication only when there is 
no Direct Assertion. 

SUTRA (24). 

It is in this sense that the Commendatory Declaration 

BECOMES applicable. 

Bhdsya. 

It is only when we take the Rope as an accessory of the Post that the 
following commendatory Mantra becomes applicable—‘ Yuvd suvdsdh parivlta 
dgdt, sa u shreydn bhavati jdyarndnahy tarn dhirdsah kavaya unnayanti, svadhyo 
manasd devayantah ’ [‘ The young person finely clothed and engirded, came 
up ; when ho is born, he becomes excellent; the sedate and brave poets, with 
minds fixed on the Deities, raise him up '] (Rgveda Sarh. 3. 8. 4). —For this 
reason also, the Rope is an accessory of the Sacrificial Post. 

Qtiestion —What is the use of this Discussion ? 

Answer —In connection with the Agni sacrifices, we read that ‘ to one 
Post, eleven animals have to be tethered’; and it would be necessary to have a 
different Rope with each of the animals, if the Purvapaksa view were right 
[and the Rope were an accessory of the Animal]; while according to the 
Siddhanfa, there should be only two Ropes.—In this connection they cite the 
following couplet— 

‘ If the Rope were an accessory of the Animal,—and several animals 
were to be tethered to the same,’—then it should be necessary to have a 
rope with each of the animals ; while if the Rope were an accessory of the 
Post, there should be only two ropes. 



Adhikarana (10): The ^ Svaru^ is an accessory of the 

Animal. 

SUTRA (25). 

[PCrvapak^a continued] —The ‘ Svaru ’ also [should be regarded 
AS AN ACCESSORY OF THE PoST ; BECAUSE IT IS A PART 
(OF THE Post)].” 

Bhd§ya. 

At the Jyotistoma sacrifice there is the animal dedicated to Agni-Soma^ 
which is an accessory of the Soma, as laid down in the text—‘ Yo dlksito 
yadagnlsomlyam pashumdla^haU * The Initiated person who sacrifices the 
animal dedicated to Agni-Soma'] (Taitti. Sam. 6. 1. 11. 6).—In connection with 
that, we read—‘ Svar^riiA svadhitlnd cha pcishv/manakti ’ [‘ Anoints the animal 
with the Svaru and with the Svadhiti ’]•—[The chip of wood that drops first 
when the Sacrificial Post is being hewn out, is used for certain purposes and 
is called ‘ Svaru \—‘ Svadhiti ’ is the aa^e]» 

In regard to this, there arises the question—Is this Svaru an accessory 
of the Sacrificial Post ? Or of the Animal ? 

The Purvapaksa view is as follows:—“ We say that the Svaru should 
be regarded as an accessory of the Post.—Why ?— Because it w a part of 
the Post ; that is the Svaru is a part of the Post, as we learn from the text— 
‘ Yupasya svarum ka/roti which moans—‘ one should make the Post equipped 
with the Svaru ’ ; it is thus that it becomes a regular Sacrificial Post ; the 
position of the Svaru in relation to the Post is just like that of the Chaadla 
[the ring which is fixed to the top of the post, like a bracelet].” 

SUTRA (26). 

[PCrvapakjj’a concluded] —“ The text speaking of it as ‘ ransom ' 

ALSO SHOWS THAT IT IS AN ACCESSORY (OF THE PoST).” 

Bhdsya. 

“ The description of ‘ ransom ’ shows that the Svaru is an accessory of 
the Post: this description being as follows—‘ Apashyan ha sma purd rsayo 
ye yupam prdpayanti, sambhajya sruvante many ante yajnavaishasdya vd idam 
karma, iti te prastaram sruvanipkrayamapashyan, yupasya svarum ayajnavaisha- 
sdya ’ [‘In ancient times those sages who prepare the Post, when they broke 
the Sruva, thought that that act would bring liarm to the sacrifice; hence 
they found the Bundle of grass as the ransom (substitute) for the Sruva, 
and the Svaru as the-ransom for the Post; so that no liarm would be done 
to the sacrifice *]; from this mention of the Svaru being a ‘ ransom ’ for the 
Post, it follows that it is an accessory of the Post. For this reason also the 
Svaru should be regarded as an accessory of the Post.” 

10 
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SUTRA (27). 

[Siddhanta]— In reality, the Svaru should be regarded as an 

ACCESSORY OF THE AnIMAL ; BECAUSE IT SERVES A USEFUL 

PURPOSE. 

Bhd§ya, 

In reality, the Svaru should be regarded as an accessory of the Animal ; 
because it is the Animal that requires the Svaru for its anointment ; as 
the text says—‘ With the Svaru he should anoint the Animal \ and it is 
this anointing of the Animal which is the motive behind the bringing in 
of the Svaru [i.e. it is for the purpose of anointing the animal that the 
Svaru is made]. Under the circumstances, if the Svaru is taken as an 
accessory (subserving the purposes) of the Animal, then the purpose served 
by it (i.e, the anointing of the Animal) become^ one that is directly per¬ 
ceptible ; if, on the other hand, it be taken as an accessory of the Post, then 
it would be necessary to assume an unseen purpose served by it.—From this 
it follows that the Svaru is an accessory of the Animal. 

SUTRA (28). 

As FOR THE MENTION OF ‘ RANSOM THAT COULD BE TAKEN IN A 

FIO U R A tiVE SENSE. 

Bhdsya. 

“ What would be the basis for the figurative sense ? ” 

It has been declared that the Post has to be thrown into the Fire ; if the 
Svaru is thrown in, it is the Po.st itself that is thrown in; so that it becomes 
a sort of Ransom. By reason of the figurative description the passage 
becomes commendatory of the Svaru. 

Question —What is the useful purpose served by this discussion ? 

Answer —^When eleven animals are tethered to a single Post, then the 
anointing is to be done to only one animal,—according to the Purvajmksa 
view; while according to the Siddhdntin, the anointing is to be done to all 
the animals.- To tliis effect there is the following couplet also— 

‘ If the Svai n is an accessory of the Post, then anointing should be 
done to only one animal, if there are several animals tethered to a single 
Post [according to the Purvapaksin^ ; on the other hand, all the animals have 
to be anointed (according to the Siddhanta), if the Svaru is an accessory 
of the Animals.’ 



Adhikarana (11): Acts like ^ Aglmm\ Pouring^ are 

subsidiaries. 

SUTRA (29). 

[PQrvapak^a]—“ All the sackifioes performed in course of the 
Darsha-PCrnamasa should be regarded as primary acts ; 

AS THERE is NO DISTINCTION.” 

Bhdsya. 

There are the Darsha and Purnamdsa sacrifices, in connection with which 
we read of the sacrifices—(A)— Agneya, Agnlaomiya, Updmshuydja, Ain- 
dragna, and Sdnndyya; and (B) again, of Aghdra and Ajyabhdga, Praydjas 
and Anuydjaa, Patnlaamydjaa, Samistaydjaa and SviatakH. 

In regard to tiieso there arises the question—Are all these sacrifices 
^ primary ’ acts ? Or are some of them ‘ subsidiary ’ ? 

The Purvapakaa view is as follows:—“ All those sacrifices that are per¬ 
formed in course of the Daralm-Purmimdaa should he regarded as primary acts ; 
because from the text ‘ Desiring Heaven, one should perform sacrifices *, 
we learn that the result (Heaven) follows from sacrifices (in general), without 
distinction ;—that which brings about a result is a ‘ primary act ’ ;—and 
all the acts in question are sacrifices ;—hence it follows that they are all 
‘ primary 

SUTRA (30). 

[Siddhanta]—In reality, some of them should be regarded as 

SUBSIDIARIES,—THOSE THAT HAVE BEEN EULOGISED AS 
SUBSIDIARIES. ThERE SHOULD HAVE BEEN A COMMON 
EULOGY [if THEY WERE ALL EQUALLY PrIMARY]. 

Bhdsya. 

In reality, some of them should be regarded as subsidiaries ;—which 
are these ?— those that have been eulogised as stibsidiaries ; as in the following 
text—‘ Abhlsu vd etau yajnasya yat dghdrau ; chaksusl vd etad yajnasya 
yaddjyahhdgau ’ (Taitti. Sam. 2. 6. 2, 1)—‘ Yat praydjdnuydjdshcha ijyante 
varma vd etadyajhasya krlyate, varma vd yajamdnaaya bhrdtrvyasydbhibhuf- 
yai ’ (Taitti. Sana. 2. 6, 1. 5) [‘ The Aghdras are the two reins of the sacrifice ; 
the Ajyabhdgas are the two eyes of the sacrifice ’;—‘ When the Praydjas 
and the Anuydjaa are offered, they become the armour of the sacrifice,— 
verily an armour for the sacrificer, leading to the suppression of his enemy ’]. 
—Now the ‘ reins ’ are subsidiary to (accessories of) the chariot; the ‘ eyes ’ 
are subsidiary to one having eyes ; the ‘ armour ’ is subsidiary to one wearing 
the armour.— A common eulogy would have been the right thing; if those 
that have been eulogised were regarded as subsidiaries, then alone would the 
eulogy have some sense. Hence we conclude that the sacrifices that have 
been eulogised as subsidiaries are actually subsidiaries. 
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SlJTRA (31). 

We also find other texts pointing to the same conclusion* 

Bhd^ya, 

It is only the Siddhdnta view which can be reconciled with such other 
texts as—(a) ‘ Praydje praydje kraruilam jvhoti ’ (Taitti. Sam. 2. 3, 2. 3); 
and (b) ' Na cha praydjdn yajati na chdnuydjdn yajati* —[In (a) the offering 
of the krsTiala is laid down as to be done at each of the several Praydjaa ; 
such transference of details is possible in the case of subsidiary sacrifices, 
the Primary sacrifices not borrowing any details from another sacrifice.— 
Text (6) denies the sacrificial character of the Praydjas and Anuydjas ; 
this would be meaningless if these were Primary sacrifices]. 

SUTRA (32). 

[Objection (A)] —“ The ground that has been put forward (in 

S0. 30) IS applicable equally to all ; as the character * 
is present in the Primary Sacrifices (also). 

Bhd^fya, 

Objection —“ The ‘ eulogy ’ [that has been put forward (in Su. 30) as 
a ground for regarding a few of the sacrifices as ‘ subsidiary ’] is applicable 
equally to others also ; for instance, the Agneya and other sacrifices (which 
the Siddhdntin regards as Primary) have also been similarly eulogised— 
‘ Shiro vditadyajhasya yaddgneyah, hrdayamupdrhshuydgah^ jiddavagnl- 
somlyah ’ [‘ The Agneya is the head of the sacrifice ; the Updmshuydga is 
the heart; the Agnisomiya is the feet’];—well, here also the Head is ‘sub¬ 
sidiary ’ to one to whom the head belongs; the Heart is ‘ subsidiary * to 
one to whom the heart belongs ; and the feet are ‘ subsidiary ’ to one to 
whom the feet belong.—^Thus we find that all the sacrifices under considera¬ 
tion have been eulogised as s^ibsidiaries ; so that all should be regarded as 
subsidiariesy and there would bo no Primary at all. And when there is 
no ‘ Primary ’ to what would any sacrifice be ‘ subsidiary ’ ?—For this 
reason, the few sacrifices that have been regarded (by the Siddhdntin) 
as ‘ subsidiary ’ are not to be so regarded.” 

SUTRA (33). 

[Objection (B)]—“ Unless anything is definitely asserted, the 

‘ OTHER TEXTS ’ CAN HAVE NO BEARING UPON THE CASE IN 
QUESTION ; SPECIALLY AS THEY SERVE AN ENTIRELY 
DIFFERENT PURPOSE.’’ 

Bhdsya, 

“ It has been urged (under Sil. 31) that ‘ there are other texts ’ ; but, 
inasmuch as these texts serve an entirely different purpose^ they do not 
support the Siddhdnta view; the text that has been quoted serves a purpose 
entirely different frotn the laying down of the Praydja and other sacrifices 
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which are already known (and as such do not require to be enjoined again). 
—Hence it ^behoves the Siddhdntin to seek for other proofs in support of his 
view,—either in the form of another text or a reason. So long as such proof 
is not forthcoming, the view put forward must be regarded to be as illusory 
as the mirage.—As for the eulogy, that also cannot prove anything, in the 
absence of (corroborative) reasons.” 

SUTRA (34). 

[Answer]—In reality, the two names [‘ Darsha ’ and ‘ PCrnamasa ’] 

ARB APPLIED SEPARATELY [TO TWO SEPARATE GROUPS OF SACRIFICES] ; 

BECAUSE OF OUR HEARING THEM SO USED AND OF THE DESIGNA¬ 
TION. The CHARACTERISTIC OF THE ‘ PRIMARY ’ IS THAT IT 
SHOULD BRING ABOUT A DEFINITE RESULT ; IF A SACRIFICE, 

NOT BRINGING ABOUT A RESULT, HAPPEN TO BE MEN¬ 
TIONED IN CLOSE PROXIMITY TO SUCH A ‘ PRIMARY ’, 

THAT SACRIFICE SHOULD BE REGARDED AS ‘ SUBSI¬ 
DIARY ’ TO THAT ‘ Primary ’; because the 
SACRIFICE (PrAYAJA, FOR INSTANCE) 

WHICH MIGHT BE REGARDED AS THE 
CAUSE (of results) HAS NO 
RESULT SPOKEN OF IN CONNEC¬ 
TION WITH ITSELF ; NOR HAS 
IT BEEN DECLARED TO BE 
CONNECTED WITH ANY 
OTHER RESULTS. 

Bhdsya. 

The particle ‘ tu ’ (‘ in reality *) sets aside the Purvapaksa. 

It has been asserted that all the sacrifices in question are equally 
' Primary —But that is not so ; only those sacrifices are ‘ Primary’ which 
are denoted by the term ‘ DarsJui-Purnarndsa ’.—Why so ?—Becavise of their 
connection with results ; that is to say, results are found spoken of as follow¬ 
ing from those sacrifices which fall under the name ‘ Daralm-Purrmmdaa \— 
in such texts as ‘ Desiring Heaven, one should perform the Darshu-purnarndsa 
sacrifices ’ (Taitti. Sara. 3. 5. 1. 4).—“ Wliich are the sacrifices that fall 
under the name Darsha-Purnamdsa ? ”—They are those that are spoken of 
either by means of the term ‘ Paurnamdsi ’ or by the term ‘ Amdvdsyd \— 
and such are the Agneya (the Agnlsomiya, the Upamshuydja, the Aindragna- 
yaga and the Sdnndyya-ydga). 

Objection —“ But we do not find any results spoken of as following 
from the sacrifices included under the name Amdvdsyd ”. 

Answer — The two names —‘ Paurnamdsi ’ and ‘ Amdvdsyd ’ (or ‘ Darsha ’) 
are applicable separately to two separate groups of sacrifices; the name 
^ Paurnamdsi ’ is applied to the group consisting of the three sacrifices,— 
Agneya, Agnlsomlya, and Updmshuydja, —and the name ‘ Amdvdsyd ’ to the 
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other group consisting of the other sacrifices (i.e. the Agniya, Aindrdgna 
and Sdnnayya). 

Questfon —“ Why should this be so ? ” 

Answer —Because we actually hear the two names, ‘ Paurnamdsi * 
and ‘ Amdtyd^yd ’ so used ;—and also because there is a designation of the 
two as standing for two distinct sacrifices.—“ Where is this designation ? ”— 
It is there in the use of the Dual number, in the term ' Darsha-purnamdsd- 
bhydm \ where the term ‘ daraha ’ is synonymous with the term ‘ amdvdayd \ 
—“ How so ? ”—That this is so is made clear in the following text— Darsho 
vd etayoh purvah, Purnamdsa uttarah ; tayoratha yat purnamdsam piXrvamdra- 
bhate tat ayalhdpurvam prahriyate; darshapurnarndsamdrabhamarmh 
sarasvatyai charvm nirvapet, saraavate dvddashakapdlam ; amdvdayd vai sara- 
avail, purnamdsah aaraavdn ; vbhdvetau yathdpurvam kalpayitvd arahhate 
rddhyai, rdhnotyevdtho mithunatvdya ’ [‘ Between these two, the Daraha 
comes first, and the Purnamdsa after it; hence if one begins with the 
Purnamdsa, he starts in the wrong order; when beginning the Daraha- 
Purrmmdsa, one should offer cooked rice to Sarasvatl and the cake baked on 
twelve pans to Saraavdn ; Amdvdayd is Sarasvatl, and Purnamdsa is Sarasvdn ; 
if one performs these in the right order for the sake of obtaining prosperity, 
he prospers and acquires harmony with his wife’] (Taitti. Saih. 3. 5. 1. 4^. 
Here we find the same sacrifice spoken of in the beginning as ‘ Daraha ’ 
[Read *prakrtya' as in manuscript * A’] and later on as ‘ Amdtasyd \ which 
shows that the two are names of the same sacrifice. Inasmuch as the Moon 
is not seen on the Amdvdayd, the day can be spoken of as ‘ Daraha % 
figuratively (by contrary signification, ‘daraha* meaning the seen); just as 
a man who has no eyes is spoken of as ‘ having excellent eyes (no eyes) 
being indicated figuratively by ‘eyes.’ 

Thus from this ‘ designation ’, and from * our hearing them ’ so used 
among people, we conclude that the two names (Darsha and Amdvdsyd) 
stand for the same sacrifice. 

Then again, the characteristic of the ‘ Primary ’ sacrifice is that it should 
bring about a definite result; and any other sacrifice, that may be found 
mentioned in proximity to it, but without the mention of any results follow¬ 
ing from it, is subsidiary to the former sacrifice.—“ Why ? ”—Because when 
two sacrifices are found mentioned togethcrr,—if one of them (otherwise 
complete, with results and all the rest) stands in need of the mention of 
certain details of its procedure, and the other (mentioned without a result) 
is just capable of supplying that need of the details of procedure,—the 
latter may be regarded as ‘ subsidiary ’ to the former ; if it were not taken 
as supplementary to the other, then it would be necessary to assume a result 
(as following from this latter sacrifice). 

Says the Opponent—“ The result of the Daraha-Purnamnaa sacrifices 
may be construed with these {Agniya, etc.) 

Answer —It might be so construed ; but in that case, (1) the injunction 
of the Daraha-Purnamdsa itself would remain incornyfiete (the factor of 
Result having been construed with the injunction of the Praydja, etc.) ; (2) 
a different procedure would have to be assumed for the Darsha Purnamdsa 
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fas tho procedure would no longer be supplied by the Pmi/djia, .etc.];—(3) 
it would also be necessary to assume a complete procedure for the 
Praydjas and the other sacrifices [which, ex-hypothesis being all independent 
* primary ’ sacrifices, could not borrow the details from the Darsfiu-Puri/mmdsa 
as their Primary];—and (4) lastly, the procedure that we imderstand as pointed 
out by the texts (according to the Siddhdnta) would have to bo abandoned. 
From all this it follows that the Praydja and the rest are subsidiaries. 
Then again, the sacrifices which might be regarded as the cause (of an 
independent result, and hence primary) are ‘ hhdgl ’,—i.e. we do not find 
mentioned any connection between these sacrifices and any results (other 
than those spoken of as following from the Darsha-Purnarndsa), 

From all this we conclude that the Aghdra and other sacrifices are not 
equally ‘ primary ’, they are subsidiary acts. 

SUTRA (35). 

Accessory details are always enjoined in connection with 
CERTAIN names ; THESE COULD NOT BE APPLICABLE IF ALL 
EQUALLY WERE SUBSIDIARIES. 

Bhdsya. 

Particular accessory details are enjoined in connection with particular 
names ; e.g. in the text—‘ He should touch the cake at the Paurnamdst with the 
Chaturhotr-mantra, and at the Amdvd^yd, with the Pahchahotr-mantra ’ [where 
tho two mantras are laid down in connection with the two names ‘ Paurnamdsl ’ 
and ‘ Amdvdsyd ’].—If all the sacrifices in cpiestion were ‘ primaries ’, then 
there could be no such division among the sacrifices as that ‘ In this group 
of sacrifices (constituting the Paurnamdsl sacrifice), the mantra to be used 
should be tho Chaturhotr, and in that other group (constituting the 
Amdvdsyd sacrifice) it should be the Pahchahotr ’ [as each sacrifice would 
be distinct and.independent, and there would be no groups at all] ; and in 
the absence of such a division, the said Injunction would be meaningless.— 
And yet we have such an injunction.—Hence it follows that our view is the 
right one.—Further, it is only under our view that the eiilogy of Aghdra, 
etc. as ‘ subsidiarie^s ’ becomes intelligible. 

8UTRA (36). 

[Objection]—“ The Vedic Assertion that has been cited as the 
REASON [for regarding THE AgHARA, ETC. AS SUBSIDIARIES] IS 
EQUALLY APPLICABLE [TO THE AonEYA AND OTHER PRIMARIES] *, 

T;HE RELATIONSHIP THEREFORE OF ‘ WHOLE AND PART ’ 

(* Primary and Subsidiary ’) should be taken as 
IN reference to totally different sacrifices 
[apart from all those under 
consideration] . 

Bhdsya, 

It has been argued by the Purvapaksin that—“ the Agneya and the 
rest (which the Siddhdntin regards as ‘ primary ’) also have been eulogised 
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as ‘limbs’, which shows that these also are subsidiaries”.—[This is the 
argument that haa been reiterated in this Sutras and] this has now got to 
be refuted. [This is done in the following Sutra.^ 

SUTRA (37). 

[Answer]—The assertion cited refers to the ‘ birth ’ of the 

SACRIFICE ; IT IS IN THIS SENSE THAT THE LIKENING TO ‘ LIMBS ’ 

HAS TO BE UNDERSTOOD. 

Bhd^ya. 

What has been urged does not affect our position. Even though the 
sacrifices in question are ‘ primaries *, yet they may be eulogised as ‘ head ’ 
and the rest, in reference to their ‘ birth ’ (appearance).—^When a man is 
being bom, it is the head that comes first, the middle portion of the body 
comes out in the middle and the feet come last ;—^in the same name, when 
the Purnamdsa sacrifice is being performed, the Agneya comes first, the 
Updmshuydja in the middle, and the Agnlsomiya comes last.—This is all 
that is meant by the figurative eulogy cited. 

SUTRA (38). 

We find OTHER TEXTS ALSO POINTING TO THE SAME CONCLUSION. 

Bhdsya. 

There is the text—‘ Chaturdash^ purnnmdaydmdhutayo huyante, trayodasha 
atndvd&ydydm'' [‘Fourteen libations are offered at the Purnamdai sacrifice 
and thirteen at the Amdvdayd sacrifice ’].—[This clearly shows that the two 
sacrifices Paurna'tndsa and Daraha are distinct, as] otherwise* it would not bo 
true that there are on\y fourteen libations offered at the Purnamdsa^ or that 
only thirteen libations are offered at the Daraha {Amdvdayd) —[If the act 
were one, there would be 27 in all]. 

From all this it follows that the Agneya \Agn%aom%ya, Updmshuydjaj 
Aindragna, and Sdnndyyal are ‘ primaries ’ and the Aghara '[Ajyabhdga, 
Praydja, Anuydja, Patnlsamydjay Sdnndyyaydja, and Sviatahrt] are subsi¬ 
diaries. 



Adhikarana (12): The Dllcsaniyd {Initiatory) Sacrifice 
and the rest are subsidiary to the Jyotistoma. 

StJTRA (39). . 

[POrvapak^a]—‘‘ In the Jyotistoma, all are equal, as the ground 
(of being regarded as ‘ PRIMARY ’) IS EQUALLY APPLICABLE 

TO ALL.” 

Bhdsya, 

There is the Jyotistoma sacrifice laid down in the text—‘ Jyotistomena 
svargakdmo yajeta ’ [‘ Desiring Heaven, one should perform the Jyotistoma 
sacrifice ’]. In course of this sacrifice, Dtksanlya and some other sacrifices 
are performed,—as also the Soma-sacrifice on the Extraction-day. 

In regard to these, there arises the question—^Is every one of these 
sacrifices a ‘ primary ’ ?—or only the Soma-sacrifice ? 

The Purvapaksa view is as follows :— In the Jyotistoma, all the sacrifices 
should be regarded as equal ;—^why ?—because the ground is equally applicable 
to all. That is to say, the Result is mentioned as following from the sacrifice, 
—^all the acts in question are sacrifices (and hence leading to results) ;— 
—and what leads to results is a ‘ primary —Hence in the Jyotistoma all 
the sacrifices are ' primary 

SUTRA (40). 

[Siddhanta]—Inasmuch as the declaration of the ground (of 
‘ PRIMARY ’ character) IS DEPENDENT UPON THE CONNECTION 
OF ACCESSORY DETAILS WITH THE ORIGINATIVE INJUNCTION, 

THE SOMA-SACRIFICE SHOULD BE REGARDED 
AS THE ‘ Primary 


As a matter of fact, the connection of accessory details is determined 
by the originative Injunction.—“Of which accessory details?”—Such 
accessory details as the musical modes {stomas) call€Ki ‘ Luminaries ’ 
Jy Otis'*), —“Which is the originative Injunction wliich determines the 
connection of these accessories ? ”—By the injunctive sentence ‘ Jyotistomena 
svargakdmo yajUa ’ [‘ Desiring Heaven, one should perform the Jyotistoma 
sacrifice (Taitti. Bra. 1. 6. 11. 2);—^here what is spoken of is Heaven as 
following from the Jyotistoma sacrifice, not from any and every sacrifice ; 
and the only sacrifice where the musical modes {stomas) are luminaries 
(‘ Jyoiis ’, in the sense that they illumine the entire sacrifice) is the Jyotistoma, 
—“ And which sacrifice (from among those comprising the Jyotistoma) 
has musical modes that, are ‘ luminaries ’ ? ”—It is the Soma-ydga, we reply. 
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Oil this point there is the following declaration—‘ Katamani vd etdni jyotirhsi 
ye ete tasya stomdh — trlvrt^ panchada^h^aaptadaahaikavimshdh^ etdni vd 
jyotimal^ tdnyetasya stomdh ’—[‘ Which are the Luminaries that are its musical 
modes ?—They are treble^ fifteenfold, seventeenfold and twenty-onefold ; 
these are the Luminaries, these its musical modss ’] (Taitti. Bra. 1. 5. 11. 3).— 
From this it is clear that the musical modes are the accessories of the Soma- 
ydga, because they have been mentioned together in the following text— 
''Qraham vd grhitvd cJiamattam vd unniya stotramupdkaroti' [‘Taking up the 
cup, or holding up the ladle, he sings the hymn ; it is this singing of the 
hymn where the ‘ Treble ’ and other Musical Modes come in.—“ How so ? ” 
—-Because of such assertions as ‘ Trivrt vahispavamdnam ’ [‘ The Vahispava- 
mdna Hymn is Treble’], Pahchadasha djydni' [‘The ^jya hymns are 
fifteenfold ’ ]; [where the names ‘ Treble ’ and ‘ Fifteenfold ’ are applied 
to the hymns that are sung]. 

Thus then, it follows that the sacrifice having the ‘ Treble ’ and other 
musical modes is the Soma-sacrifice, and this is the Jyotistoma ;—that 
sacrifice which is Jyotistoma, —from that follows the result;—and that 
sacrifice from which follows the result is the ‘ Primary ’. 

“ How are the Treble and other Musical Modes ‘ Luminaries ’ ? ” 

They may be Luminaries, or not; all that is meant is that they are 
spoken of as ‘ Luminaries ’ (Jyotinisi); and merely by being spoken of by 
means of a word, a tiling becomes that which is denoted by that word ; 
specially in cases of indirect (figurative) expressions.—Then again, they 
derive the term ^jyotis' from the root ^dyut^, or from the root ‘rZ?p’, or 
from the root ' jyut ’—all meaning ‘ to shine ’ ; and hence the term is ajiplied 
to the Hymn in the sense either that this is illumined by the word, or that 
they illumine. 

From all this it follows that it is the Soma-sacrifice, which is Jyotistoma, 
and is the ‘ primary and the Diksanlyd and other sacrifices are ‘ subsi¬ 
diaries ’. 

SUTRA (41). 

There is a text also pointing to the same conclusion. 

Bhdsya. 

We also find such texts as ‘ Shiro vd etad yajnasya yad dlksaniyd ’ 
r‘ The Diksanlya is the head of the sacrifice ’],—which are indicative of the 
same conclusion ;—and the following .shows that the Diksanlyd and the rest 
are accessories in the modification of the Jyotistoma —‘ Chaturvimshati- 
mdnam hiranyam dlksanlydydm dadyat, prdyaniydydm dve chaturvimshati- 
mane^ [‘At the Dlksaiuyd one should give a piece of gold twenty-four in 
weight; and at the Prdyanlyd, a piece twice-twenty-four in weight —all 
which goes to show that the Diksanlyd and the other sacrifices are not 
regarded as of equal standing.—From this also it follows that the Soma- 
sacrifice is the ‘ primary ’. 



ADHYIYA V. 

ORDER OF SEQUENCE. 

PADA I. 

Adhikaraija (1) (A) : Direct Assertion is the strongest 
authority in the determining of the Order of Sequence. 

StJTRA (I). 

The Order of Sequence should be determined on the basis of 
Direct Assertion ; as this is the sole authority (for 
Vedic subjects). 

Bhdsya. 

[The Discourses II-IV having dealt with what is to he done, the present Discourse 
is going to deal with the Order in which it is to be done.] 

Under Discourse IV has been finished the treatment of the subject 
oi what is the ‘motive’, and not the motive, behind certain actions; all 
this should be borne in mind (not forgotten). We now proceed to deal 
with the subject of ‘ Order of Sequence ’ ; and as is going to be explained, 
this ‘ Order ’ is determined by (1) ‘ Direct Assertion ^ (2) ‘ Efficiency ’ (utility), 
(3) Verbal Text\ (4) ^Commencement' or Tendency', (5) "Place' (in 
Text), and (6) the "Principal' ;—and among these means of determination— 
Direct Assertion and the rest—there is comparative strength and w-eakness. 

First of all we are going to consider the order as determined by ‘ Direct 
Assertion ’ :—The question that arises is—should the things laid down be 
done in the order in which they have been directly asserted ? Or in any order, 
without restri(jtion ? 

The Purvapaksa view is that—“ as the performer is one, and the things 
to be done are several, there must be some sort of order in wliich they are 
to be done, and for the sake of convenience and expeditious performance, 
there should be no restriction (regarding any particular order) ”. 

In answer to this we have the following Siddlidnta—The Order of Sequence 
should be determined on the basis of Direct Assertion, as this is the sole authority. 
‘ Shruti' (‘ Direct Assertion ’) consists in the reading of the words of the 
Text; and that Order of Sequence which is determined by such ‘ reading ’ 
is the right one ; because in all Vedic matters, Shruti is the sole authority ; 
in such matters there is no other authority (means of knowledge)—-as has 
been explained under Su. 1. 1. 2. 

“ What is the example of Order determined by Direct Assertion ? ” 

We have an example of this in the order in which the Initiations are 
performed at the Satra [Sacrificial Session], Having declared that ‘those 
same persons who are the Priests are also the Sacrificersthe Shruti 
goes to lay down the order in which these sacrificers are to be initiated, in 
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the following text—“ The Adhvaryu, having initiated the Master of the House, 
initiates the Brahman Priest, then the Udgdtr Priest, then the Hotr Priest ; 
then the PrcUipraathdtr initiates the Adhvaryut and then the ‘ Halfer-Priests \ 
—-viz.: the BraJimart^dchchhamsin Priest, who is the assistant of the Brahman 
Priest,—^then the Praatotr who is the assistant of the Udgdtr, —then the 
Maitrdvaruna who is tlie assistant of the Hotf :—then the having 

initiated the Praiipraathdtr, initiates the ‘ Thirder-Priests ’—viz. : the Agnldhra 
the assistant of the Brahfnan, the Pratihartr the assistant of the Udgdtf, 
the Achchhdvdka the assistant of the Hotf ;—then the UnnUr, having ini¬ 
tiated the Neatr, initiates the ‘ Quorterer-Priests ’,—viz. : the Potr the assistant 
of the Brahman, the Subrahmanya the assistant of the Udgdtr, the Ordvaatut 
the assistant of the Hotr ;—then some other Brdhmarm, or Religious Student 
sent by his Teacher, initiates the Unnetr.** 

According to the Purvapakaa, there should be no restriction at all 
regarding the order in which these Initiations are to be performed; while 
according to the Siddhdnta, they must bo performed exactly in the order 
laid down in the Vedio text just quoted. 

Says the Opponent —“ It is not right to put forward Direct Assertion 
in the present connection ”. 

Answer —Is Direct Assertion not correct ? 

Opponent —“We do not say it is not correct’’. 

Answer —Then it must be right. * 

Opponent —“ We do not say that the order pointed out by Direct 
Assertion is not right; what we moan is that it is not right to repeat what 
has already been explained before 

Answer —If it is correct, then its mention, however frequent, must be 
right; but of the incorrect, even a single mention is wrong. 

Opponent —“ When something has been already explained once, there is 
no useful purpose served by its being asserted again 

Answer —It has been already explained that if the frequent repetition 
reduces the chance of the matter being forgotten, it serves a useful purpose. 
—^It might be argued that—“ this reducing the chance of a matter being 
forgotten might well be done by the author of the commentary (Vrtti) on the 
Sutra —Our answer is that there is no difference between the author 
of the Sutra and the author of the Vrtti on this point. 


ADHiKARAijrA (1) (B): The Vedic Injunction is the sole 
authority in such matters. 

(B) Or the subject-matter of the Adhikarana embodied in the Sutra 
may be totally different from what has been explained under (A) ;—(a) the 
Question, (6) the Discussion, and (c) the Conclusion, all being different.— 
That is, (a) the question is—Is Order to be determined by the Veda ? or 
by some other means ?—(6) the Discussion is as follows—Sense-perception 
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and the other means of knowledge are the means of what \s to be known (not 
of what is to he done), hence Order cannot be determined by means of these ; 
and inasmuch as it is beyond the reach of the sense-organs, it has to be 
determined with the help of the Vedic Injunction.—(c) The Conclusion is 
that it can be determined only by the Vedic Injunction.—The validity of 
the cognition derived from Veda having been already established (under 
Discourse I), what is sought to be determined now is the correctness of the 
Order of Sequence in actual practice. 


Adhikarana (1) (C): The Order of Sequence is actually 
enjoined hy the Veda. 

(C) Or, the Adhikaratyi may be represented as containing an investiga¬ 
tion into what is done by the Shruti (Veda)—The question is—Does tlie 
Veda enjoin the acts to be done ? Or does it enjoin the Order of Sequence ? 
—The Purvapak^a is as follows :—“ As it cannot be right for any sentence 
to enjoin several things, the injunction should be taken as laying down acts; 
and as regards the Order, it should be taken as a mere reiteration (or 
reference) ; just as in the case of the sentences laying down the offering of 
cake-slices ; and the reason for this is tliat while acts are enjoined by Direct 
Assertion, the Order is only indicated by Syntactical Connection ; for this reason 
the Order cannot be taken as what is enjoined 

Objection to the Purvapaksa —‘ As a matter of fact, in the case of the 
sentences speaking of the offering of cake-slices, the Order is actually enjoined *. 

“ True, it is enjoined, but only by ‘ the order of the Verbal Texts ’, not 
by ‘ Direct Assertion 

But in the case of the sentence ‘ Those same perwsons that are the priests 
are also the sacrificers the Initiation having been already laid down 
elsewhere, the sentence can only enjoin, by Direct Assertion, the Order 
in which that Initiation is to take place.—^This is the Siddhdnta view ; and 
in this view, as thus explained, there is no needless repetition at all. 



Adhikabaija (2): In some cases the Order of Sequence is 
determined by ^efficiency' {‘utility'). 

StJTRA (2). 

Obdbb of Sequence is also detebmined on the basis of 
‘ Efficiency ’ (use). 

Bhdsya. 

Question —^Is it the universal rule—tliat in every case, the Order of 
Sequence is determined on the basis of Direct Assertion ? 

In answer to this question, the Purvapaksa view is that “ it is so ; it having 
been already declared (under Su. 1. 1. 2) that ‘ Dharma is that which is 
indicated hy the Veda as conducive to the highest good 

On this point, the Siddhdnta is as follows:—^Tho Order of Sequence is 
onjoined (determined) also by ‘ artha \ —i.e. utility, efficiency. As a matter 
of fact, the Order of Sequence is only an auxiliary—(a subordinate factor) 
of things ; and when one thing helps in the accomplishment of another, 
the former is regarded as an ‘ auxiliary ’ of the latter ; but when, between any 
two things, it so happens that on the adoption (introduction) of one, the 
other fails to be accomplished, then the former is not an ‘ auxiliar\’ ’ of the 
latter ; so that in this latter case, even in the absence of the one, there is no 
deficiency in the other.—Such being the case, wherever the Order of 
Sequence is distinctly perceived to be an auxiliary, it should be taken 
to be determined by the ‘ efficiency ’ or ‘ use ’ (of the things concerned). 
For instance, (A) there is the text—(a) ‘ date varam daddti, — (h) jdtnmnh- 
jalind grhndti, —(c) Jdtam ahhiprdniti^ [(o) ‘ At birth, he should give a good 
gift;—(6) when the son is born, he should take him up with both hands,— 
(c) when the son is born, he should breathe life into him ’].—Now here the 
‘ utility ’ (of the three acts laid down) indicates that the ‘ breathing in of 
life ’ should come first, then the * taking up in both hands ’, and then the 
‘giving of a good gift’.—(B) The abandoning (of the Pranita) is spoken 
of first, and then its using ; whereas in actual practice, the order is to be 
reversed.—(C) The Ydjyd and the Anuvdkyd hymns have been laid down 
in the reverse order ; in actual practice that order is to be reversed ; the order of 
the ‘ Verbal Text’ is not accepted here, because the Anuvdkyd mantras serve 
the purpose of indicating the Deity, and the Ydjyd are used in the actual 
offerings [and €ts such this latter, though laid down first, is to be used after the 
Anuvdkyd ; as until the Deity is known, no offering can be made].—(D) The 
injunction ‘ one should offer the Agnikotra ’ comes first, and then comes the 
injunction ‘ he should cook the rice ’ ; and on account of the impossibility of 
this order being adopted in practice (as until the Rice has been cooked, 
no offerings can be made), the cooking of Rice has to be done first.—(!]) 
The Directing and the acting according to the Direction have been spoken of 
in the reverse order; in actual practice this order has to be reversed. 



ADHiKARAijrA (3) : In some cases there is no restriction as 
to the Order of Sequence. 

SUTRA (3). 

Ik othek cases, there is no restriction. 

Bhdsya. 

Tn other cases, there is no restriction regarding? the Order of Sequence. 
For instance, in connection with the Darsha-Purimindsa, there are several 
acts to be done by the Sacrificer, such as Praydjanumantrana and the like, 
which are laid down in diverse rescensional texts.—such as—‘ Vasnntam 
rtundm prlndmi, etc.’ (Taitti. Sam. 1. 6. 2. 3), " Eko inama, etc.’ (Shatapatha. 
Bra. 1. i5. 4. 11).—[And these may bo performed in any order one likes]. 



Adhikarana (4): ‘ Order of Sequence ’ determined by 
‘ Verbal Text ’; ‘ Pdthakramanydya \ 

SUTRA (4). 


At any one sacrifice, the acts should be performed in a 
DEFINITE Order of Sequence ; such being the nature 

OF ACTIONS. 


Bhdsya, 


In connection with the Daraha-Purnamdsa we read—‘ Samidho yajati, 
tanunapdtam yajati, ido yajati^ harhiryajati, avdhdkdrarh yajati * [‘ He should 
offer the Samidy~~-\iQ should offer the Tanunapdty —he should offer the /d,— 
he should offer the Barhlay —ho should offer with the syllable avdhd ’] (Taitti. 
Sam. 2. 0. 1. 1). 

In regard to this, there arises the question—Are these offerings to be 
made at random, without any definite Order of Sequence ? Or is that Order 
of Sequence to be adopted in which the verbal texts laying down the acts 
appear ? 

The Purvapakaa view is that—‘‘ As there are no rules restricting the 
Order of Sequence, no definite order need be adopted 

Against this, we have the following Siddhdnta—At any one aacrifice, 
the acta ahould he performed in a definite Order of Sequence ; —^why ?—because 
auch is the very nature of actions ; things are generally found to have the 
character of being done in a definite order; for instance, in the case 
of the sentence—‘ one should bathe, rub sandabpaste, breakfast it 
is understood that the acts are to be performed in this definite Order of 
Sequence.—In regard to the laying down of acts done with a super-physical 
purpose, if someone were to speak of them in the following words—‘ In¬ 
cense is to be burnt,—flowers are to be showered,—sandal-paste is to be 
rubbed,—presents are to be offered ; this done, the deity become satisfied ’,— 
the other man (to whom the words have been addressed) would say in reply— 
‘ It is not so, the burning of incense is not the first thing to be done, the 
first thing to be done is the showering of the flowers’.—Here this answer 
shows that this second man understood the words of the first man to say 
that the ‘ Burning of Incense ’ should be the first in Order of Sequence.— 
From all this it follows that in all such cases, the Order of Sequence is the 
one that is indicated by the order of the mrhal texts concerned. 
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SUTRA (6). 

If it be urged that—“ in that case, it would be something not 

EXPRESSED BY THE WORDS OF THE VbDA,—IT COULD BE 
REGARDED AS SO EXPRESSED ONLY IF THE SENTENCE 
WERE THE ‘ EXPRESSIVE WORD ’ ”,-[then 

the answer is as given in the 
following Sutra]. 


Bhdsya. 


The Opponent may argue as follows—“ If the order were to be understood 
in the way explained above, then it would he something not expressed hy the 
loords of the Veda ;—why ?—because the meaning of a sentence is understood 
after the meanings of the component words have been understood :—and 
words express only things denoted by themselves, not any Order of Sequence .— 
Tn fact the order might be regarded as ‘ expressed by words ’ only if the 
hearing of the composite whole (in the form of the sentence) consisting of the 
words were the denoter of the meaning (of the sentence as a whole) ; as 
a matter of fact, however, no such composite whoU. is the denoter of things, 
as has been explained under Su. 1. 1. 25. Thus then [the sentence as a 
whole not being expressive of anytliing beyond what is expressed by the 
words, and] there being no word expressive of the Order of Sequence, it follows 
that the notion of such order (derived from the words of the text) must be 
regarded as illusory.—[There would be a further advantage in the ignoring 
of this Order of Sequence.] It would be possible to perforin the same act 
(the offering of Samid, for instance) several times, and thus help the 
accumulation of the Unseen Force resulting from that act ; otherwise (if the 
acts were to be performed in the order mentioned, the whole set of acts 
would intervene between the first and the second performance of the first 
act, and thereby) the Unseen Force resulting from the two performances 
would be separated [and there would be no accumulation of the Force!.— 
Then again, the fact that no Order of Sequence can bo indicated by the order 
of the verbal texts is shown by the following text^—‘ Hrdayasdgre'ixzdyafi„ 
atha jihvdydh, atha vaksasah ’ [‘ First of ally he cuts the slice out of the heart, 
—then out of the tongue,— then out of the chest ’];—now if the order of the 
verbal texts could determine the order of the acts spoken of, then it would 
not bo necessary to expressly prescribe the order as it is done in this text 
{flrH one thing, then another, then the third) ; as the required order would 
already be indicated by the order in which the words expressing the acta 
occur in the text.” 

11 



suababa-bhI$ya : 


Sd8 


StJTRA (6). 

[Answer]— In regard to any one sacrifice, there would be an 

INFERENCE (OF THE ORDER OF SEQUENCE) BASED UPON THE NEEDS 

OF THE SITUATION ; AS THE VeDA IS MEANT TO SERVE OTHER 
PURPOSES (than THE EXPRESSING OF THE MERE MEANING 
OF ITS WORDS), IT IS RELATED TO EVERYONE OF THE 
PURPOSES THAT IS SERVED BY IT ; HENCE THE 

' Order of Sequence * should be regarded 

AS INDICATED BY THE WORDS OF THE 

Veda itself. 

Bhd^ya. 

In any one sacrifice, as the doer of the act is one, and the things to be 
done several, some order of sequence would have to be adopted in the per¬ 
formance : so that this particular order of sequence would be adopted through 
Inference (based upon the said needs of the situation).—“Why so?*’-— 
Because the Veda is meant to serve other purposes ; i.e. the Veda serves many 
other purposes; so that whatever the man is able to do, and for whato^T-er pur¬ 
poses, all that is wliat is declared in the Veda [and not only what is expressed 
by its mere words]; hence it is quite up to the Veda to enjoin a certain 
thing, and also to be understood at the time of the actual performance. It 
is for this reason that the Veda has to bo learnt for the purpose of getting at 
the injunction of things, and also for comprehending it at the time of the per¬ 
formance ; and no such discrimination is possible as that the Vedic text serves 
to enjoin things, but not to be imderstood at the time of the performance ; 
and when no such discrimination is possible, it follows that it is got up for 
both these purposes.—If then it is to be understood, it can be understood 
only in the definite order of sequence (in which the texts occur), not in any 
other order. It is for this reason that if there is any deviation in the Order 
of Sequence of the texts, it is said that it has been ‘destroyed’ (ruined, 
damaged, spoilt). Otherwise (even if the order was not observed), inas¬ 
much as the purpose intended to be served by each of the texts will have been 
duly accomplished, why should there be any idea of its being ‘ ruined * ? 
In fact, it would be necessary to postulate an unseen result; which would 
be improper so long as the visible result would be there.—PVom all this it 
follows that the Order of Sequence is expressed hy the words of the Veda itself ; 
i.e. the same word that is expressive of the things is also expressive of the 
Order of Sequence. 

StJTRA (7). 

We find other texts also pointing to the same conclusion. 

Bhd^ya. 

The same conclusion is also pointed to by the following texts—‘ Vyatya- 
8tam ftavyd u^adadhdtV [‘He should plaoe in the reverse order^ the bricks 
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dedicated to the seasons’] (Taitti. Sam. 5. 3. 1. 1); ‘ Vyatyastam ao^ashiruim 
sharhsati ’ [‘ He should recite the Shodaahi in the reverse order ’] (Taitti. 
Sam. 7. 1. 5. 4);—‘ Ashmno dashamo grhyate, tarn trtlyam jvhoti ’ He should 
take up the cup dedicated to Ashvins, as the tenth, and should offer it as 
the third. ’].—If the placing of the bricks or the reciting might be done in any 
order, then the assertion of its being done ‘ in the reverse order ’ would have 
no sense ; as (there being no fixed order) there would be no order which 
would not be the * reverse order ’.—Similarly the offering of the Ashvina 
cup could not be referred to as the ‘ third *, if there were no order of sequence 
based upon the order of the verbal texts.—Similarly again, we have the text— 
‘ Ahhicharatd pratiloman hotavyan, prdndn^vdsya pratxchah prdtiyanti ’ [‘ When 
performing a rite for the encompassing of some one’s death, one should 
offer the libations in the reverse order ; by so doing he reverses the life of 
the enemy ’] (Taitti. Sam. 3. 4. 8. 5) ;—here we find it laid down that in 
a certain case the libations are to be offered ‘ in the reverse order ’, which 
indicates the presence of a ‘ natural order ’ ; and this is possible only if the 
performance were in that order of sequence which is indicated by the order 
of the verbal texts ; if it were not so, then all orders would be the natural 
order, and there would be no sense, in that case in speaking of the 
‘ reverse order —Lastly, we liave the text—‘ Ghaturthottamayoh prati- 
samdnayati ’ [‘ He should bring together the fourth and the last offerings ’], 
and this is followed by the text —* Atihdyedoharhih pratisamdnayati ’ [‘Leav¬ 
ing aside the Ida offerings, he takes up the Barhis ’] ; and this shows that 
the Barhis takes the fourth place ; and this assigning of a definite place 
in sequence would be possible only if the order of sequence were taken to 
bo determined by the order of the Verbal texts. 



Adhikarana (5) : Order of Sequence determined by 
‘ Commencement ’: ‘ Prdvartika-kramanydya \ 

SUTRA (8). 

In a case where it is possible for several details to be performed 

AT ONE TIME, THEIR ORDER OF SEQUENCE IS TO BE DETERMINED 
BY THE ORDER OF ‘ COMMENCEMENT ’ ; BECAUSE THE 
PERFORMANCE BEGAN IN THAT ORDER. 

Bhd§ya. 

In connection with the Vdjapeya sacrifice, we read—‘ Saptadasha 
prdjdpatydn paahundlabhate ’ [‘ He should sacrifice seventeen animals dedi¬ 
cated to Prajapati*].—Over all these animals certain ‘ embellishments like 
‘ sprinkling water * and the rest, are to be performed,—these being borrowed 
from the Primary Original Sacrifice, under the General Law [that the Ectype 
is to be performed like the Archetype or Original sacrifice]. Now from among 
these embellishments, the first may be started with any one animal one 
may choose [there is no restriction as to that) ; but in regard to the second 
and succeeding embellishments, there arises the q\iestion—should the second 
embellishment also be done to that same animal to wliich the first was 
done ? Or is there no restriction regarding the second and other succeeding 
embellishments ? 

On this question, the Purvapakaa view is that—“ as there is no rule 
laying down any restrictions regarding the order of sequence to be adopted, 
there should be no such restriction in the case in question 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta —The second and 
succeeding embellishments also should commence with the sain€3 animal 
with which the first had started.—“ Why so ? ”— Because the performance 
began in that order. As a rule the details of an action should not be very 
far removed in time from the Primary Act (to which they belong) ; because 
it is the Primary Act that is meant to be performed ; and it is only when 
that is done that it affords the occasion for the other details. We have also 
a declaration speaking of their being done together—‘ The Primary Act should 
be performed along with all the details But in a case where many details 
have been prescribed, some sort of remoteness (from the Primary) is in¬ 
evitable ; but the intervention between the two should be only by such 
details as just saves that from immediate sequence ; anytliing more than 
that should not be allowed to intervene. Thus then, if the second embellish¬ 
ment began with an animal other than the one with which the first 
embellishment had been started, then there would be an intervention of more 
than what is imavoidable ; and tliis would rniUtate against the injunction of 
the entire procedure .—** Well, in that case, there might be intervention by 
some smaller details”—^The answer to this is that by abandoning such 
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intervening factors as are sanctioned, no additional excellence comes into the 
performance; [on the contrary, it renders the performance defective,—says 
Tuptlka ],—From all this it follows that the subsequent details should be 
started with that same animal with which the first detail had started. 

SUTRA (9). 

“ In that case the whole lot would have to be performed 
OVER AGAIN ”—IF THIS IS URGED [then the answer is as in 
the following Sutra], 

Bhdsya. 

Says the Opponent—If you think that the entire injunction of the 
performance becomes honoured, if the details are not far removed from the 
Primary, then the entire block of Accessories should have to be performed 
and completed in connection with a single sacrifice ; as is done in the case of the 
‘ Saurya ’ and other offerings [mentioned in the text—‘ Yaaydshvine shasya- 
mdne siiryo ndvirhhavati ’ sauryam hahurupamdlahJiate. [‘ If at the time 
of the cup dedicated to Ashvins being eulogised, the sim does not appear, 
then one should sacrifice an animal of variegated colour dedicated to Surya’l 
(Taitti. Sam. 2. 1. 10. 3).” 

SUTRA (10). 

Answer]—Not so ; as they would not be performed at all. 

Bhdsya. 

What has been urged in the preceding Sutra is not possible ; for it is 
only if the details were performed all together, that the act would not be 
performed at all. 

8UTRA (11). 

[Objection]—“ It may be as in the case of other sacrifices — 

IF this is urged [then the answer will be as in the next Sutra]. 

Bhdsya. 

It has been argued (under Su. 9) that “ it would be as in the case of the 
Saurya and other sacrifices —This has to be refuted [and the refutation 
is as follows], 

SUTRA (12). 

That cannot be ; because there is no coherence. 

Bhdsya. 

In the case of the Saurya and other sacrifices, there is no Order of 
Sequence indicated by ‘ Utility % which could be restricted; because a 
restriction always pertains to accessories and subsidiaries ; as regards the 
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shababa-bhI^ya : 


sequence relating to what are not accessories or subsidiaries, the accessory 
or subsidiarj^ character itself would have to be assumed. 

[Those things that are not known to be accesaoriea, —if the order of sequence 
is based upon them,—the accessory character of their * Order ’ would have to be 
assumed; and for the assumption of this, it would be necessary to assume the 
accessory character of the things concerned, which ex hypotheai, are not accessories. 
— Tantraratna. Thus an objectionable ‘ interdependence ’ would be involved.] 

[In the case of the acts under consideration, there is a coherence, of the seventeen 
animals, and hence the performance of the whole lot is not possible—The two 
cases therefore are not analogous.— Subodhinl.] 



Adhikarana (6): Order of Sequence determined by ‘ Place \ 

(A) 

SUTRA (13). 

On the basis of ‘ Place ’ also [the order of sequence can be 
determined] ; as it is connected with the originative 

injunction. 

Bhdsya. 

We have the text—‘ jEkavimahena atirdtrena prajdkdmam ydjayUy triiyi- 
v^na ojaakdinayrii trayaatriihahena pratiafhdkdmam * [‘ For one desiring off¬ 
spring, he shovild sacrifice with the Aiirdtra-stoma containing twenty-one 
verses; for one desiring glory, he should sacrifice with the Atirdtra containing 
twenty-seven verses ; and for one desiring social standing, he should sacrifice 
with the Atirdtra containing thirty-three verses ’ [see Taitti. Sam. 2. 2. 4. 7].— 
It is going to be explained later on (under Su. 10. 6. 26—‘ BahispavamdnS 
cha rgdgamah sdmaikatvdt ’) that these varying numbers have to be made up 
by the bringing in of additional verses. 

In regard to this, there arises the question—when this bringing in of 
additional verses is being done, are these additional verses to be brought in 
without regard to any order of sequence ? Or are they to be brought in 
in the order in which they occur in the respective sections of the Vedic text ? 

The Purvapaksa view is that—“ they should be brought in without 
regard to any order;—why ?—because they come into the Atirdtra by virtue 
of the words ‘ twenty-seven ’ (and ‘ thirty-three ’ ; which are expressive 
of the various numbers); and when they come in thus, there is no order of 
sequence among them ”. 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhanta —As a matter of 
fact, the order of the verses coming into the Atirdtra is determined by the 
‘ Place ’ that each verse occupies in the Vedic text; so that those that appear 
first (in the Vedic text) should be used first. In fact, the perceptible purpose 
served by a regular succession of verses (as we find in the Vedas) is that the 
preceding one at once brings to the mind the one that follows it; and this 
indication of what follows is always desirable. 

The present case does not come under the case of Order of Sequence 
determined by the ‘ Verbal Text ’ (Adhikarana 4), because in the present 
case the numerical words ‘twenty-seven* (and ‘ thirty-three’) give rise to 
the idea that all the verses are to be used simultaneously; and that is why 
this has been brought under a separate Adhikarana, Such is the opinion 
(of those who adhere to the foregoing presentation of the Adhikarana). 

In reality, however, tWe order of sequence in this case is actually 
determined by the Order of the ‘ Verbal texts^ as occurring in the Veda; and 
hence (if confined to the example chosen) the Adhikarana would appear to 
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be a mere repetition (of what has gone under Adhikarana 4) ; hence wo are 
putting forward a different presentation of the Adhikarana, —[i.e. with a 
different text as the basis of discussion—says Tantraratna'\ —as follows :— 
In connection with the Sddyaskra sacrifice (a particular form of the 
Soma-sacrifice) we read— ' Saha pashundlabhate' —[‘He should sacrifice the 
animals together *]; and this has been taken to mean that all the three 
animals are to be sacrificed at the time of the Savamya, 

{Jyotiafoma is the archetype of the Sddyaakra; at the Jyotiatoma, the three ani¬ 
mals are sacrificed in the following order :—(1) the Agnlaomlya animal is sacrificed 
on the ‘ Previous Day the Aupavaaathya; —(2) the Savamya animal is sacrificed on 
the ‘ Extraction Day at the Morning Extraction, after the offering of the Cup dedi¬ 
cated to the Aahvina ; —(3) the Anuhandhya animal is sacrificed after the Final Sacri¬ 
ficial Bath.—In accordance with the general law regarding Archetypes and Ect 3 rpes, 
the order at the Sddyaakra would have been the same, had it not been for the special 
injunction that at the Sddyaskra^ all the three animals should be sacrificed together.— 
It has been decided also that this sacrificing of the three animals is to be done on the 
Extraction-Day, which, at the Jyotiatoma, is the day for the sacrificing of the 
Savanlya animal.1 

In regard to this, there arises the question—Should the Aynlsoinlya ani¬ 
mal be sacrificed first, on the strength of the order of the ' verbal texts ’ speak¬ 
ing of these animals ? Or should the Savanlya animal be sacrificed first, on 
the strength of its ‘ place ’ as being the first to come on that particular day ? 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is that—“ the animal to be 
sacrificed first is the Agnlsomlya x —wdiy ?—because of the order of the verbal 
texts 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta (stated in 8ii. 13):— 
The Savanlya is the animal to bo sacrificed fii‘st, on the basis of ‘ Place ’ (Sutra) ; 
if the Agnlsomlya animal were killed first, then that would go against 
the ‘ Place ’, which (on that day) belongs to the Savanlya^ —as distinctly laid 
down in the text, ‘ Ashvinam grhltvd trivrtci yupam parivlya, etc. ’ [' Taking up 
the cup dedicated to the Actions, and engirdling the sacrificial post with the 
three-fold rope, one should sacrifice the Savanlya’]. 

Says the Opponent—“But in the other case also [i.e. if tlie Savafilya 
is sacrificed first] the Order of the verbal texts would be violated ”, 

That might well be violated ; in fact, it is for the rejection of that order 
that we have in the text the word ‘ together ’ (‘ the three animals should be 
sacrificed together^); as for the ‘ Place’ prescribed—i.e. after the taking up of 
the cup dedicated to the Ashvins, — that has not been set aside (by any text) ; 
hence this latter should not be ignored. 



Adhikarana (7): The ‘ Order of Sequence ’ at the Subsidiary 
should follow the Order of the Principal. 

SUTRA (14). 

The Order of Sequence at the Subsidiary should follow the 

ORDER OF THE PRINCIPAL, BECAUSE THE ACCESSORIES ARE 
MEANT TO SUBSERVE THE PURPOSES OF THE PRINCIPAL. 

Bhdsya. 

Wo have the text— ^ Sdrasvatau hJiavatahy etad vai daivyarn rnithun/im ’ 
[ ‘ These are the two Sdrasvata offerings , at which there is a pair of deities, 
Sarasvati and Sarast^dn^^ (Taitti. Sam. 2. 4. 6. 1). 

In regard to this, there arises the question—There being two sacrifices 
here (one offered to the female deity, Sarasvatiy and the other to the male 
deity, Sarasvdn)y the details of which are to be performed first—those of 
the sacrifice to the female deity ? Or those of the sacrifice to the male 
deity ? 

The Purvapaksa view is that—“as there is no rule laying down 
any definite Order of Sequence in this case, there can be no restriction, one 
may do as one likes 

Against this, we have the following Siddhdnta, :—^The Order of Sequence 
should bo determined by the order at the Primary sacrifice.—In the Ydjyd- 
Anuvdkyd, the sacrifice to the female deity is mentioned first—in the words 
‘ Prdno devi sarasvati etc \ (Taitti. Sam. 1. 8. 22. 1) ; from which it follows 
that the offering to the female deity should come first ; which means that 
the details of that offering to the female deity should bo performed first. 
It is only if this is done that the subsidiaries would be done at the same 
time as the Primaries ; otherwise there would be many more intervening 
factors than those that are permissible by the very nature of things. 



Adhikarana (8): Exception to the above: At the Sub¬ 
sidiaries^ the Order of Sequence indicated by the 
‘ Verbal Texts ’ is more authoritative than that 
of the Principal. 

SUTRA (15). 

At the Archetypal Sacrifice, the Order of Sequence (among) 
accessories) adopted should be that indicated by the 
‘ verbal texts BECAUSE THIS ORDER IS ONE THAT 
IS INDICATED BY THEIR OWN INJUNCTIONS. 

Bhdsya, 

[n connection with the Daraha-Purnamdaay the details laid down first 
are those relating to the vegetable aiibatancea (required for the making of the 
Cake)y and then come those relating to the Clarifted BiUter. [Under the 
Daraha^Purmzmdaay we have the sacrifices, Agnlsomlya and the Updmahuydja ; 
the substance used at the Agmaomtya is the Cake ; and that at the Updm^ 
ahuyajay is the Clarified Butter.—As regards the details, those of the Cake 
are laid down first, and then follow those of the Clarified Butter ; but as 
between the Updmahuydja and the Agniaomlya, which are the ‘ Principals 
the former is laid down first, then the latter]. 

Now, in regard to the performance of the details, at the Agniaomlya 
sacrifice, there arises the question—^Are the details related to the Clarified 
Butter to be performed first, on the strength of the order of the Principals 
(between which tjie first to be laid down is the Updmahuydja, which has 
Clarified Butter for its material) ? Or should the details be performed in 
accordance with order of the Verbal Texts mentioning them (whereby the 
details related to the Cake should come first) ? 

The Purvapakpa view is that—•“ on the strength of the ‘ order of^ the 
Principals the details to be performed first should be those relating to the 
Clarified Butter ”. 

Against this, we have the following Siddhdnta :—At the archetypal aacrifice 
the Order of Sequence {among acceaaoriea) adopted ahould he that indicated by 
the verbal texta ; because the Order of Sequence indicated by the verbal texts 
is one that ia indicated by their own injunctiona; hence, if they were per¬ 
formed in any other order, the said order would be violated. Further, as 
for the text laying down the entire performance, which text implies con¬ 
comitance, does not become violated if a certain detail is brought nearer 
by virtue of its own natural order. Further, in support of the ‘ Order of 
the Verbal Texts’, we have the specific injunction ‘the Veda should be 
studied ’ [which lays down tl^ study of the Vedic texts in the Order in 
which they appear in the Vena]; whereas in support of the ‘ order of the 
Principals ’ would be the extremely subtle syntactical connection of the 
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entire passage laying down the performance of the saorihoe [i.e. an order, 
not directly laid down, but only assumed—says the TuppUcd]* 

[This is an exception to the preceding Adhika/rana, The ‘ Order of Verbal 
Texts * is one that is learnt from the * Study of the Veda wherein the texto are 
studied in a definite order; this order therefore is direcUy perceptible. In the 
other case there is first of all the practical principle of expediency that the details 
should be performed together ;—this concomitance of the details is indicated by the 
injunction of the performance of the sacrifice,—and as a necessary corollary to this 
concomitance, the order of sequence also becomes inferred.—-Now this inferred 
order is necessarily rejected in favour of the former directly perceived order. — Tupiilhd.'\ 



Adhikabana (9); The order of the ‘ Mantra-text ’ is more 
authoritative than the order of the ‘ Brdhmana-text 

S0TRA (16). 

When there is conflict, the order of the Mantra-text should 

BE FOLLOWED ; BECAUSE THE CAPACITY TO BE USED AS IT 
STANDS IS INHERENT IN THE MaNTRA ; HENCE IT IS 
THAT THE BrAHMA NA-TBXT IS TAKEN AS THE 
ORIGINATIVE INJUNCTION OF ACTS. 

Bhdsya. 

Ill coaneotioii with Daraha-Piirnamasa, it is found that the inantra- 
texts bearing upon the Agneya sacrifice (which forms part of the Daraha- 
Purnamdaa) come before, —and the Brahmana texts bearing upon it come 
after —(those bearing on the Agmaomiya sacrifice]. [That is, the Agntaotniya 
is laid down by Brahmai^a’texts occurring in the fifth Prapdthaka of the 
Taittlriya-Brdhmana, and the Agneya is laid down by Brdhmana-texta occurring 
in the aiocth Prapdthaka ; but in the Mantra-kdnda, the Mantras connected 
with the Agneya are found before those connected with the Agnipomiya\ 

In regard to this, there arises the question—which of the two ‘ texts ’ 
{Mantra and Brahmana) are to be regarded as more authoritative (in the 
matter of determining the order of sequence between the Agneya and the 
Agnlaomiya) ? 

The Purvapaksa view is that—“ there can be no restriction in this matter ; 
as there is no rule laying down any such restriction 

Against this, we have the following Siddhdnta :—The Mantra-text is to be 
regarded as more authoritative ;—why ?— becauaz the capacity to be used 
as it stands is inherent in the Mantra ; i.e. the Mantra has the capacity to be 
used as it stands, in its own form ; it is by virtue of this capacity to be 
used as it stands that the Mantra is actually used at sacrifices ; hence the 
order in which the Mantra appears serves a perceptibly useful purpose 
[of being used in that order].—But the same purpose is served by the 
Brdhmana-text also **.—The answer to this is that the Brdhmana-text is taken 
as the originative injunction of acts ; i.e. it also serves the other purpose 
of enjoining the performance of acts [and in most cases, it is not meant to 
be used in its verbal form, as it stands]. 



Adhikarana (10) : The Order of Sequence indicated by the 
‘ Oe7ieral Law ’ is more authoritative than that indicated 
by the description of the ceremonial procedure. 

SUTRA (17). 

[Purvapaksa]—'' At an Ectypal sacrifice, the Order of Sequence 

SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE ‘ PRINCIPAL BECAUSE OF 
THE DIRECT DECLARATION OF THE DETAILS CONCERNED.” 

Bhdsya, 

There is a sacrifice named ‘ Adhvara-Kalpa \ laid down in the text— 
^ AgnavaisTUivamekadashakapdlam nirvapet,—saraavatydjyabhdgd sydt ,—- 
bdrhaspatyashcharuh *—[‘ One should offer the cake baked upon twelve- 
pans to Agnl‘Vianu\ —Clarified Butter should be offered to SaraavcUi; — 
Cooked Rice should be offered to Brhaapati^] (Taitti. Sam. 2. 2. 9. 1). 

[This text describes the ceremonial Procedure and hero the SarasvcUl-sacrifice 
comes before the Brhaspati-sacrifice. —But the Drhaapati-sacrifice has for its Archetype, 
the yigrnSya ♦Sacrifice, at which Cooked Rice is offered ; while the Sarasvatl-sacrifice 
has for its Archetype, the U pdrhshuydjay at which Clarified Butter is offered.—Under 
Su. 15, it has been settled that details relating to vegetable substances (Rice, etc.) 
should precede those relating to Clarified Butter ; and according to the General 
Law that ‘ the Ectypo should be performed like the Archetype the substance 
offered at the Brhaspati-sacrifice should bo Rice, and that at the Sarasvati-sacrifice. 
Clarified Butter.—So that according to Su. 16, the details of the Brhaspati-sacrifice 
should precede those of Sarasvati-sacrifice.] 

In regard to this, the question arises—Between the * Sacrifice to 
Brhaspati \ which is an ectype (modification) of the Aqneya sacrifice, and the 
‘ Sacrifice to Sarasixill\ which is an ectype of the Updmshuydja, —the details 
of xohich should be performed first ? Are the details of the Brhaapati- 
sacrifice to bo performed first, on the ground that the ‘ General Law ’ [‘ The 
Ectype should be performed like the Archetype ’] is more authoritative than 
the ‘ description of the ceremonial procedure ’ ? Or are the details of the 
Sarasvati-sacrifice to be performed first, on the ground that ‘ the description 
of the ceremonial procedure ’ is more authoritative than the ‘ General Law ’ ? 

On this question, the Furvapakaa view is as follows :—“ At the Ectype, 
that we are considering, the order shall be in accordance with the ‘ Principal \ 
because of the direct declaration of the details concerned. That is, in regard 
to the two Ectypes, there is a distinct declaration of the Order of Sequence ; 
and ‘ the description of the ceremonial procedure which takes in all the 
sacrifices spoken of in proximity to it, is what is directly perceptible ; on 
the other hand, the order regarding the details is one that can only bo 
deduced by Inference on the basis of the ‘ General Law ’. And hence we 
conclude that the ‘ description of the Ceremonial Procedure *, being directly' 
perceptible, is more authoritative than, and sets aside, the ‘ General Law * 
whose application is a matter of inferential deduction.” 
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SUTRA (18). 

[SiddhInta]—When there is a conflict, it should be in accordance 
WITH THE Archetype ; because the details of the 
Archetype are applicable (to the Eotype). 

Bhdsya. 

When there is a conflict —^between the order of sequence in the ‘ Principal ’ 
and that in the ‘subsidiary’,—^then the order at the Ectype shoiild be as 
at the Archetype ;—why ?— -because the details of the Archetype are applicable 
to the Ectype ; that is, the details adopted at the Ectype should be like those 
adopted at the Archetype. Under the circumstances (in the case in question), 
if the details ware performed in the order of their respective ‘ principals 
then they would not be performed as they are at the Archetype. As a matter 
of fact, the ‘ General Law ’ (that ‘ the Ectype should be performed like the 
Archetype’) is more authoritative than the ‘description of ceremonial pro¬ 
cedure ’ ; because the former originates (enjoins) as well as applies the details ; 
while the latter only recapitulates what has already been made applicable 
(by other injunctive texts). Under the circumstances, this latter (i.e. the 
description of the ceremonial procedure), itself coming into existence after 
the details have been already enjoined, and serving only to lay^down the 
subsequent application of those details, cannot, oven though it bo directly 
perceptible, set aside the ‘ General Law which has already been there. 
In fact, being outside the pale (of injunctive passages), it can only serve to 
recapitulate things that have been already enjoined. 

From all this it follows that the details relating to the (Rice offered at the) 
Brhaspati’Sacriflce should be performed, and after that the details relating 
to the Clarified Butter (ofiered at the Sarasvati-sacrifice). 



Adhikarana (11): The ‘ SdkamMhiya-Nydya" : In some 
cases the Details of the Archetype are not transferred 
to the Ectype. 

StJTRA (19). 

[PCrvapak^a]—“ Inasmuch as the Ectype takes in the details 

OF THE Archetype, it should take the same time as this 

LATTER,—JUST AS HAS BEEN ENJOINED. 

Bhdaya. 

In course of the Chaiurnidsya sacrifice, the third part consists of the 
SdkamMha-s>RCTifice ; of this there are three component parts :—(1) ‘ Aqnay^ 
anikavate prdtaraatdkapdlah ; (2) Marudbhyah sdntapanehhyo madhyandine 
charuh . (3) Martidhhyo yrhmriedhibhyah aarvdadm dugdhe sdydmodanam ’ 
(1) Tn the morning, the cake baked on eight pans is offered to Aqni~ 
anlkavat'y (2) at midday cooked rice is offered to the Maruta-sdntapanas'y 
and (3) in the evening rice cooked in milk of all the cows, to the AJaruts-’ 
grhaniedhins (Taitti. Sam. 1. 8. 4. 1). 

In regard to this, there arises the question—Is the performance of these 
three sacrifices to extend over two days (like their Archetype) ? Or should 
it be finished then and there ? 

The Purvapaksa view is as follows:—“ The Ectype should take the same 
time as the Archetypey—jiist as has been enjoined ; i.e. the Ectype should be 
performed in the same manner as the Archetype has been enjoined as to be 
performed ; because it takes in the details of the Archetype ; consequently 
any sacrifice that is the Ectype (of the SdkamMha) must extend o\^er two 
days (like its Archetype) 

SUTRA (20). 

![Siddhanta]— In reality, that which is laid down in connection 

WITH SUCCESSIVE POINTS OF TIME (PARTS OF THE DAY) SHOULD 
BE PERFORMED AT THAT SAME TIME ; AND INASMUCH AS 
THE APPLICATION OF THE ‘ GENERAL LaW ’ WOULD 
BE BASED ON INFERENCE, THE DETAILS OF THE 

Archetype would not come in. 

Bhd§ya, 

Those things that are spoken of in connection with the various points 
*of time during the day—morning, noon and evening,—are always understood 
to be done on the same day at the successive points of time ; e.g. when it is 
said—‘ Devadatta eats cakes in the morning, several kinds of food at noon 
and sweets in the afternoon —it is understood that all this is done on one 
and the same day.—Hence we conclude that Ectypal acts like those in 
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question are to be performed on the same day at the time stated. That 
they should extend over two days could only be inferred through the 
* General Law ’ (that * the Ectype should be performed like the Archetype ’); 
and hence it would be set aside by the fact of their being performed on 
one and the same day at the time stated, which is got at from Direct 
Assertion. 


SUTRA (21). 

[Objection]—“ There may be extension of time ’’—if this 
IS URGED [then the answer is as in the following Sutra ]. 

Bhdsya . 

The Opponent may argue thus—“ The text says that the sacrifice along 
with all its accessories is to be performed ‘ in the morning —similarly 
‘ at noon ’ and ‘ in the evening ’ ;—and there may be an extension of time 
so that even so the sacrifice with its accessories might be performed at the 
same points of time ; and yet there would be no transgression of the rule 
by which it should extend over two days. That is to say, the offering of 
the Cake to Anlkauat may be commenced ‘ in the morning ’ on the first day 
and may be completed ‘ in the morning ’ on the next day ; similarly the 
offering to Santapana may be commenced ‘ at midday ’ on the first day and 
be finished ‘ at midday ’ on the next day ; so also the offering to Qrhamedhin 
may be commenced ‘ in the evening * on the first day and be completed * in 
the evening ’ on the next day.—It might bo argued that from the sentence of 
the text itself it appears that the offering is to be made on one day only.— 
But as a matter of fact, the meaning of the sentence depends upon the force 
of what is expressed by the word ; and in the text in question there is no 
word the force of whose meaning indicates that the sacrifice is to be per¬ 
formed in a single day.” 

SUTRA (22). 

[Answer]—That cannot be ; because there is actual connection 
WITH one point of TIME. 

Bhdsya . 

What has been urged by the Opponent is not possible.—“ Why ? ”— 
Because there is actual connection xcith one point of time. Because the 
Principals (the sacrifices in question) along with their accessories are all 
found to be directly asserted as connected with one point of time.—“ How 
so ? ”—What is actually enjoined as to be performed ‘ in the morning ’ 
is the Principal along with its accessories;—similarly ‘ at midday ’ and 
‘ in the evening ’ ; and it is not asserted that the accessories (alone) may 
be performed ‘ in the morning ’ (or ‘ in tho evening ’ or ‘at midday ’) ; 
in fact, if the Principal were performed at one time (on one day) and the 
accessories at the other time (on the fiext day, even though at the same 
time of the day), then, in that case, the Principal with its accessories could 
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not be regarded as performed ‘ at one and the same time —From all this 
it follows that the Eotypal sacrifices in question are to be performed on one 
and the same day. 

Further, it has been declared that ‘ the Sdkamedha sacrifices are to 
be performed on two days ’ ; and this would be possible only if the com¬ 
ponent sacrifices (the Ectypes in question) were completed at the prescribed 
time on the same day. [For if the Ectypes were to extend over both days, 
then it would be a single performance of the SdkamMha sckcrifices extending 
over two days ; and not the performance of these on two dUiya.^ 


12 



Adhikarana (12); ^ Tadadi-tadantanydya" :— {a) There is 
"'postponement ’ {or ' deferring ’) of all accessories beginning 
with the Anuydja^ and (b) there is ‘ anticipation ’ 

{or "'performance before time’') of all 
accessories ending with the Praydja. 

SUTRA (23). 

[PtfRVAPAKSA]—“ Inasmuch as the subsidiaries should be performed 

AT THE SAME TIME AS THEIR ‘ PRINCIPAL THERE SHOULD BE 
‘ POSTPONEMENT ’ ONLY OF THAT WHICH IS ACTUALLY LAID 
DOWN AS TO BE ‘ POSTPONED ’ [AND THERE SHOULD BE 
‘ ANTICIPATION ’ OF THAT ONLY WHICH HAS BEEN 
LAID DOWN AS TO BE ‘ANTICIPATED*]/’ 

Bhdsya, 

In connection with the Jyothtonui we read in regard to the Savnnlya 
animal—‘ Agnhnarjitadurdhvam anuydjatsh char anti * [‘ They perform the 

Anuydja sacrifices after the offering to Agni-Marut here we have the 
‘postponement’ or ‘deferring’ of the Anuydjas [because this text puts 
off the Anuydjas to a time later than the one at which it should hax e been 
performed in accordance with the ‘ General Law at the time of their 
Archetype],—Similarly in regard to the Agnisomlya animal, w(' read— 

‘ Tisthantam pashum prayajanti ’ [‘ They offer the Praydjas n hile tlie animal 
is .still alive ’] ;—hero we have the ‘ anticipating ’ (of the Praydjas). | Because 
at the Archetype, the Praydjas are performed after the offering-material 
has been got ready ; in accordance with this, at the Agnxsoimya sacrifice also, 
the Praydjas should have to be performed after the qup,rtering of the animal ; 
the text quoted however lays down that the Praydjas are to be performed 
while the animal is still alive ; and thus the Prayajas are to be performtKl 
before the time at which they would have been performed according: to their 
Archetype; thus there is au ‘anticipation’, or performance before time, of 
the Praydja8\ * 

In regard to this, there arises the question—^When there is ‘ postpone¬ 
ment ’, is it the Anuydja alone that is to be postponed,—or all the subsidiaries 
beginning with the Anuydja ?—Similarly when there is ‘ antici[iation ’, is 
it the Praydja only that is to be ‘ anticipated ’—or all the sulxsidiuries ending 
with the Praydja ? 

On this question, we have the following Purmpaksa :—“ Th(> postpone- 
rnent or the anticipation should be only of that which has been laid down as 
to be postponed or anticipated ;—why ?—because the subsidiaries should be 
performed at the same time as the Principal ; i.e. in this way, the other sub¬ 
sidiaries (except the one directly laid down as to be postponed or anticipated) 
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would be performed at the time of the Principal; and this would also be 
in keeping with the description of the ceremonial procedure which lays 
down the concomitance of the subsidiaries with their Principals 

StJTRA (24). 

fSlDDHlNTA]- In reality, THERE SHOULD BE ‘ POSTPONEMENT ’ OF 

ALL SUBSIDIARIES BEGINNING WITH THE ‘ AnUYIjA AND 

‘ ANTICIPATION ’ OF ALL ENDING WITH THE PrAYAJA,- 

BECAUSE THEY ARE ALL CONNECTED. 

Bhdsya. 

There should be ‘ postponement ’ of all beginning with the Anuydja, and 
* anticipation ’ of all ending with the Praydja ;—why ?—because they are all 
connected. That is to say, whatever subsidiary is laid down as to be done 
after the Anuydjas is always done after the Anuydjas, on the strength of the 
‘ verbal texts ’ bearing on them,—thereby ignoring the time indicated for 
it by the description of the ceremonial procedure, which is immediately 
after the Principal. Similarly what is laid down as to be done after the 
said subsidiary is naturally performed after it. Thus, when one is ‘ post¬ 
poned it drags with it the entire set of subsidiaries (all wliich become 
postponed).—Similarly when one is ‘anticipated’, it drags along with it 
all the rest. 



Adhikarana (13): On the basis of the ‘ Order of Com¬ 
mencement \ the ^ Proksana^ and other details relating 
to the Cake should he performed before the details 
relating to the Soma. 

SUTRA (25). 

Among things whose time is definitely fixed, the Okder or 
Sequence should be determined by the ‘ Order of 
Commencement 

Bhd^ya. 

In connection with the Jyotistoma, we read that at the time of the Morning 
Hymn (Anuvdka), the Adhvaryu gives the direction—* O Pratiprasthdtr, offer 
the Savanlya-cakes ’; where the time for offering the Savanlya-cakes is dis¬ 
tinctly indicated ;—again, we find that after the Bahi^pavamdna-hymn has 
been recited^ the Adhvaryu gives the direction ‘ O Agnldh, please attend upon 
the fires, spread the grass and decorate the cakes \ 

[The Order of Verbal Texts is as follows—(1) The Morning Hymn^ —(2) the 
Pracharanhhorna and other rites relating to the Soma, —(3) the offering of the 
Savantya-cakes ; —(4) Bahiepavamdna Hynui.—But immediately after directing the 
Hotr to recite the Morning Hymn, the Adhvaryu directs the Pratiprasthatr to ‘ make 
the Savamya offerings’.—Thus though under the ‘Order of the Verbal Texts’, 
the offering of the Savanlya-cakes should have come after the Prachararu-homa 
etc., yet by virtue of the said Direction by the Adhvaryu, the offering of the Savanlya- 
cakes is ‘ anticipated ’ and made at the time of the Morning Hymn.—Then again, 
we have the following direction regarding the ‘decorating ’ of the Savanlya-cakes — 
‘ After the Bahispavamdna hymn has been recited, he says— Decorate the Cakes 
Here again, though by the ‘ Order of the Verbal Texts ’ the offering of ih.e Savanlya- 
cakes should have come before the Bahispavamdna Hymn^ yet, by virtue of this 
second Direction, it has to be ‘ postponed ’ and done after the Bahispavamdna 
Hymn.] 

In regard to all this, there arises the question—What is it that shoi^ld 
come after the Offering of the Savanlya-cakes at the time of the Morning 
Hymn ?—the Prachxiraryi-homa and other rites relating to the Soma ? Or 
the details relating to the Cake, preceding its ‘ decoration ’ [all these details 
being indicated by, and included under, this Decoration —adds KvmdrUa’] ? 

On this question, the Purvapak^a view is that “ there being no rules 
laying down any definite Order of Sequence, there need be no restriction 
(and one may do what one likes) 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta :— Among things whose 
time is definitely fixed, the Order of Sequence should he determined by the Order 
of Commencement ; that is, when a number of things have their time definitely 
known, their Order of Sequence should be determined by the Order of Com¬ 
mencement. It is only when the previously mentioned thing is being done 
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that it determines the order of the subsequently mentioned thing’*'; it being 
only natural that what is mentioned after it should also be done after it. 
As for the Pracharanl-homa^ which is a detail relating to the Soma, we 
find that its Order of Sequence (indicated by the verbal texts) is set aside 
by the Direct Assertion (of the Direction given by the Adhvaryu) ;—as for 
the ‘ decoration * of the cake, it is mentioned after the Bahiapavanmna ; 
—whence it follows that all the details preceding that decoration should be 
the end (i.e. last factor) among the acts beginning with the ‘ offering ’ (of 
the Savanlya cakes) ;—and it is after this offering that the details relating 
to the Soma should be performed. 


SUTRA (26). 

Also because the other view hstvolves incompatibility with the ^ 

WORDS of the text. 

Bhd§ya, 

The words of the text become incom[>atible (under the Purvapakpa 
view); for instance, when the man is told to ‘decorate the cakes’ {Purodd- 
shdn alankuru ’) he would (under the Purvapaksa view) comprehend by it 
all the details, washing and the rest (relating to the Cake);—while according 
to our view when told to ‘ decorate he would comprehend only ‘ decora¬ 
tion ’; and in this case, when the time of the Decoration will have arrived, 
the use of the Imperative Ending (in ‘ alankuru ’) which denotes the advent 
of the time for the performance of the act spoken of (viz : decoration) would 
become quite justified.—For all these reasons, the Order of Sequence in this 
case is determined by the Order of ‘ Commencement 

[After the Morning Hymn, the Pratiprasthdtr having done the offering of the 
Savanlya-cakes, —if, before having'done the details relating to the Cake, beginning 
with washing and ending with decorating, —he were to peilorm the Pracharanl- 
homa and other details relating to the Soma, ending with the Bahispavamdna, —and 
then there were to come the direction to ‘ decorate the cakes —then the man thus 
directed would naturally wait for the ‘ washing ’ and other details preliminary to 
the Decoration. This would not be right. Because the Imperative ending in 
‘ alahkuru ' connotes the advent of time for decorating ; but inasmuch as the 
details preliminary to the Direction will not have been performed, the time for de¬ 
corating will not have arrived ; hence the Imperative Ending would be ‘ incom¬ 
patible ’.—On the other hand if the details relating to the Cake, beginning with 
washing and ending with decorating, were done before those relating to the Soma 
were token up,—then the use of the Imperative in the sense of advent of time would 
bo quite compatible.— Subodhim.] 


[Kumarila’s presentation of this Adhikarana is somewhat different : 
(1) The Adhvaryu has directed the Hotr to proceed with the Morning Hymn ; 


Bead —*PrayujyamUna ^va hi purvapoddrlha lUtarapaddrthamabfmiiyachchhati 
—as in MS. A 
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—(2) then he directs the Pratiprasthdtr to ‘offer the Savanlya cakes’ ;—(3) 
again, after the Bahifpavamdna Hymn has been recited, the Adhvaryu gives 
the direction to the Agnldh to ‘ attend to the Fires.... and decorate the 
Cakes —The Hoir to whom the direction has been addressed is engaged with 
the Morning-Hymn ;—the Adhvaryu himself is engaged in Meditation and 
remains so till the Morning Hymn is finished ;—hence neither of these 
two can do the ‘ washing ’ and the rest (in connection with the Cakes). 
Hence it being inevitable that someone else should do these latter, the 
question that arises is—^who is to do them ? Is it meant that the Prati- 
prasthdir should do all this washing^ etc.y which is included under the ‘ offering ’ 
(that he has been directed to do) ?—^This ‘ offering ’ however ordinarily should 
be the function of the AdhvaryUy and hence all that is included under the 
* offering ’ could be done by another j)erson only during the time that 
1)he Adhvaryu is otherwise engaged ; it could not therefore include 
what is done after the DecorcUion ; as by that time the Adhvaryu would 
be disengaged. Hence the question that has got to be decided is—Are the 
‘ offering ’ and the subsequent details, all to be done by the Pratiprasthdtr ? 
Or the details preceding the Decoration and succeeding the Offering (which 
are all included under ‘ decorating ’) are to be done by the A gnldh ?—The 
Purtxipaksa view is that “ there need be no restriction—any one might do it— 
either the Pratipraathdtr or the Agnldh ; as in both cases there is an indirect 
extension of the connotation of the terras (‘ off ering ’ or ‘decorating’).”— 
The Siddhdnta view is that—the two functions are to be performed at the same 
time, and they have to be performed by the Adhvaryu ;—but he cannot do 
both ; hence he is to remain engaged in Meditationy and the other work 

is to be done by the other man, the Pratiprasthdtr ..So that the 

Adhvaryu is the direct nominative agent of the act of Directing only, and 
of the work directed to be done, he is only the indirect (directive) agent.— 
Tup tiled. ] 





Adhikarana (14): ‘ Yupakarma-nydya ’ ; Exception to 
Adhikarana ( 12 ) —At the Ectype^ what is ^anticipated^ 
is only the ^ cutting of the wood for the 
Sacrificial Post \ 

SUTRA (27). 

What relates to the Ectype—that alone should be ‘ anticipated % 
[not the other details], because there is no connection 
[with these details]. 

Bhdsya. 

One of the ‘ Retypes ’ of the Daraha-Purnamdsa is the Agnisomiya 
.sacrifice, at which there is the ‘cutting of the wood for the Sacrificial Post’, 
which is peculiar to this Ectype (and not found in the Archetype); and this 
is ‘ anticipated ’ [done on the previous day instead of the day on which it 
would be performed according to the ‘ Order of the Verbal Texts ’], by reason 
of the direct injunction to the effect that ‘ one should cut the wood for the 
Sacrificial Post on the Initiation Day ’. 

[After the Vaisarjana Homa^ the Fire is brought in, and the Soma is brought 
in ; after the mention of these two ‘ bringings in ’, is mentioned the ‘ cutting of the 
wood for the Sacrificial Post *.—In accordance with this ‘ Order of the Verbal 
Texts this cutting of the wood would bo done on the second, the Aupava- 
sathya, day ; but there is the direct injunction that ‘ one should cut the wood for the 
Sacrificial Post on the Initiation Day’; and according to this the cutting is ‘ antici¬ 
pated', that is, performed on the day previous to the Aupavasathya 

In regard to this, there arises this question—-When this ‘ cutting of the 
wood ’ is * anticipated does it—or does it not—carry with it all the other 
details precjeding itself, such as the ‘ Bringing in of the Fire and Soma ’ ? 
[That is. are those other details also performed on the previous day along with 
the ‘cutting of the wood’ ? Or is it the ‘cutting of the wood ’ alone that is 
so done ? J. 

On this question, the Purvapakm view is tliat—“ all those details also 
are ‘ anticipated because they are connected (with the cutting of the wood) 
[in accordance with Adliikarana (12), Sutras 23-24]”. 

Against this Purvapaksa^ we have the following Siddfidnta :—That 
detail of the Ectype which is over and above those of the Archetype, when 
‘ anticipated does not carry along with it those details that precede it, 
such as the ‘ Bringing in ’ of the Fire and the Soma .—Why so ?—Because 
there is no connection ; that is to say the making of the Sacrificial Post 
pertains to the Animal^ while all that precedes it pertains to the Soma ; 
hence there is no connection between them; that is, the details pertaining 
to the Soma do not in any way help either the details relating to the animal, 
or the Animal itself;—if they had helped them, then their Order of Sequence 
also would come in as an accessory ;—but they do not help the animal or 
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the animars details ;—hence there can be no adjustment of any Order of 
Sequence among them.—From this it follows that what is ‘ anticipated ’ 
is only the Sacrificial Post (i.e. the cutting of the wood for the Sacrificial 
Post).—Further, when the text has its purpose served by the ‘ anticipation ’ 
of the Sacrificial Post only, there will be nothing to reject the natural order 
of sequence of the details relating to the Soma (which therefore need not be 
* anticipated ’). 



Adhikarana (15): The Homa-offerings into the Daksinagni 
* are not ^ postponed\ 

StiTRA (28). 

What is incidental should not be ‘ postponed ’; as there is no 

CONNECTION. 

Bhanya. 

In connection with Savnnlya-offeringy which is an Ectype of the Jyotis- 
tonm, we read— Agnimarutddurdhvam anuydjaiahcharanti ^ [‘The Anuydjas 
should be performed after the offering to Agni-MariU ’] [Then there are two 
Homas laid down as to be offered into the Daksinagni Fire— (1) the ‘ Piaki- 
lepa-homa \ in which all the offering-substances that are found smeared 
in the stone-slabs, pans and other things are collected and poured as a 
libation, and (2) the Phallkarana-homa in which broken rice-grains are 
offered.—At the Jyotistoma these two Homas are offered after the Anuydjas ; 
—^in the first passage quoted above, it is laid down that ‘ at the Saiximya, the 
Anuydjas are to be performed after the offering to Aqni'Marut'\ 

In regard to this there arises the question:—When, at the Savanlya, 
the Anuydjas are ‘ postponed ’ till after the offering to Agni-Marut, do they 
carry with them also the two Homas into Daksinagni (i.o. the Pisfalepa ^ 
homa and the Phallkarana-homa) ? 

On this question, the Purvapakaa view is that “ those two Homas also 
become ‘ postponed because they are related (to the Anuydjas) 

Against this we have the following Siddhdnta. —The two Homas in 
question shovild not be ‘ po.stponod Because the Anuydjas that appertain 
to the two Homas^ are only related to them ; they are not impelled by the 
two Homas [i.e. the Homas do not form the ‘ motive ’ behind the Anuydjas : 
i.e. it is not the presence of the two Homas that affords the occasion for the 
performance of the Anuydjas^ ; in fact, the purpose of the Anuydjas is 
served by details belonging to acts other than the two Homas, [Hence 
the ‘ postponement ’ of the Anuydjas with its necessary details need not 
entail the ‘ postponement ’ of the two Homas,^ 

Further, the ‘ Order of Sequence ’ holds among things (acts), not among 
the ‘ motives ’ (or purposes) of those things ; because as a rule several things 
render their help at one and the same time,—as we are going to show later on. 
[That is, when there is a desire to know—How, in what manner, a certain 
Bhdvand is to be accomplished, all the help rendered by all the details of 
procedure come to the mind simultaneously; so that the connection of every 
one of these details is also simultaneous; hence there can be no order of 
sequence among them—at the time that we are simply enquiring after the 
Procedure.— Tuptlkd,^ 

Then again, where the Order of Sequence holds is the coming into existence 
of the things (or details); and the reason for this is that the coming into 
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existence (i.e. performance) of each of these is laid down by separate words 
(texts); while the ‘ Motive ’ (or purpose) of these things is not (always) 
spoken of by separate words; because the purpose of all is expressed 
simultaneously by the single ‘ declaration of the ceremonial procedure which 
tiikes in all the details with itself. ^ 

For these reasons, the comimj into existence (performance) of the 
A?niydjas cannot carry along with it anything else ; hence there should be 
no ' postponement ’ of the two Hamas in Daksindgni Fire (when the Anuydjas 
are ‘ postponed ’). 

Lastly, the text laying down the ‘ postponement ’ of the Anuydjas 
liaving served its purpose by ‘ postponing ’ the Anuydjas only, there 
can be nothing to justify the disturbance of the natural covuse of the two 
Homas in the Daksiridgni Fire. 



Adhikabana (16): At the Darsha-sacrifice, there is no 
‘ anticipation ’ of the details ending with the ‘ ahhivdsana ’ 

of the Cakes. 

1 Cakes placed upon the heated pans are covered up Wfth ashes from the 
GdrJwfjati/a Fire ;—this is called ‘ Ahhivdsana ’.] 

SUTRA (29). 

Similarly also that which has no antecedent [should not be 

‘ anticipated ’]. 

Bhdsya. 

Til connection with the Darsha-Piirnamdsa^ there is to be an Altar, the 
erectinjj; of which has been laid down as to be done at both sacrifices after 
the ‘ AbhivCisand' of the Cakes ; but in regard to the Darsha sacrifice, tiiere 
is a text which lays down the ‘anticipation* of the erection of the Altar— 

‘ Purcedyuranuwdaydydm vedim karoli * [At the Aindvdsyd or Darsha sacrifice, 
the Altar is erected on the previous day ’J. 

In regard to this, there arises this question —When the erecting of the 
Altar is ‘ anticipated does it,—or does it not—carry along with it all the 
details preceding it (down to the Ahhivdsana of the Cake) ? 

The Purvapaksa view is that—“ it does carry all these along with it, 
as they are all connected with it 

The Siddhdnta is as follows— Similarly also that which has no antecedent, 
'i^hat is, the erecting of the Altar has been laid down as to be done on the 
previous day, in connection with the Atndvdsyd {Darsha) sacrifice, which has 
no Archet\'pe preceding it ; the ‘ Ahhivdsana, ’ of the Cake is laid down for 
both sacrifices (tlie Darsha as well as the Purnamdsa) as to be done on the 
morrow. But there is neither Direct Assertian nor any other [of the proofs 
of ‘Sequence’— Utility, Verbal Text, Commencement, Place, Principal] indi¬ 
cating that ‘ at the A'mdvdsyd sacrifice the Altar should be erected after 
having done the Ahhivdsana'. For tlieso reasons the details ending with 
the Ahhivdsana should not be ‘ anticipated ’ (done on the previous day). 
In fact, if the Ahhivdsana (covering up with hot ashes on heated pans) 
were done on the previous day, the Cakes would be reduced to ashes (by 
the time of their offering on the next day). 



AdhikARANA (17): The * Postponement ’ of the ‘ Sdntapaniya 
Sacrifice ’ should not lead to the ‘ postponement ’ 
of the ‘ Agnihotra \ 

SUTRA (30). 

[POrvapakj^a continued] —“ The ‘ SIntapanIya ’ should * postpone ’ 
THE Agnihotra, as otherwise it would be defecti\^e ; just 

AS IN THE CASE OF THE ‘ SaVANAS 

Bhdsya, 

Among the Chdturmdsya sacrifices, there is the Sdkamedha sacrifice, 
of which there is a part called the ‘ Sdntapaniya I^ti \ laid down in the 
text—‘ Marudbhyah adntapan^hyo madkyandine cjiarum nirvapati ’ [‘At 
midday one should offer cooked rice to Maruts-Sdntapanaa ’] (Taitti. Sam. 
1. 8. 4. 1). [And naturally it is after this lati has been performed at midday 
that the Evening-offerings of the Agnihotra are made]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question—If, on account of some 
obstacle, due to god or man, the Sdntapana be ‘ postponed ’ [i.o. somehow 
continued till the evening], does it—or does it not—lead to the ‘ postpone¬ 
ment * of the Agnihotra also ? 

On this question, the Purvapakaa view" is as follows :—“ The Scmtapanlyd 
Jihould poatpone the Agnihotra, aa othermiae it would he defective, just aa in the 
case of the Savanas. —If the Agnihotra w^ere not postponed [and it were done 
in course of the Santdpanlya, before tliis was finished], then it would have 
to be offered in the Fire which had been kindled for the Sdntapaniya, which 
(naturally) will have been kindled at a time other than that prescribed for 
the Agnihotra [and also without the fnantraa laid dowm in connection with the 
Agnihotra], and to this extent the Agnihotra offered would be defective. In 
order to avoid this defect, the Agnihotra should be postponed [till after the 
completion of the Sdntapaniya, when, the Sdntapaniya fire being removed, 
a fresh fire would be kindled with the proper Agnihotra-mantraa], — Just as 
in the case of the Savanaa ;—^in the case of the Savanaa, if, by some reason 
due to god or man, the Morning Savana becomes protracted and goes on till 
after midday, the Midday Savana becomes postponed (till the completion 
of the Morning Saixina) ; the same should be done in the case in question 
also.” 

SUTRA (31). 

[PCrvapak??a concluded] —“ Also because there would be no 

rNTBRVBNTION.” 

Bhd§ya, 

“ By postponing the Agnihotra there would also be this advantage that 
there would he no intervention between the Sdntapaniya and the Agnihotra ; 
so that the order of sequence (between the Sdntapamya and the Agnihotra) 
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would be maintained. Evil effects have been declared as following from 
the disturbance of the order of f equence—‘ The whole sacrifice becomes 
destroyed, if, in course of the procedure of one sacrifice, the procedure of 
another is introduced ” _ 

SUTRA (32). 

[Siddhanta]—There should be no postponement (of the 
Agnihotra) ; as there is no connection. 

Bhdsya, 

The Sdntapaniya is not a part (or subsidiary) of the Agnihotra ; nor is 
Agnihotra a part of the Sdntapaniya. Hence the Sdntapaniya may be per¬ 
formed after the Agnihotra ; and the Agnihotra should not be postponed. 

SUTRA (33). 

Also because the occasion for the Agnihotra will have arrived. 

Bhdsya. 

Tlie occasion for the performance of the Agnihotra will have arrived ;— 
such occasion being laid down in tho text—‘ Sdyarn juhotiy prdtarjuhotiy 
uditG juhotiy amulite jiihoti, prathamdstarnite juhoti, sandhau juhoti, naJcmtrdiii 
dratvd juhoti ’ [‘ Ho should offer the oblations in the evening,—in the morning, 
—at sunrise,—before sunrise,—immediately at sunset,—at the junction¬ 
time of Day and Night,—on seeing the stars (Taitti. Bra. 2. 1. 2. 7).—This 
occasion should never be passed over. For tliis reasoii also there should 
be no postponement of the Agnihotra. —Wliat has been urged (under Su. 
30) regarding the -offering becoming ‘ defective —on postpone¬ 

ment also, the performance would be defective, inasmuch as it would be 
done at a time other than the right one.—“ For tho sake of the fulfilment of 
other conditions, the comparatively loss important injunction of time might 
well be ignored”.—Not so; because tho Time is an essential factor; 
and if that were ignored, the entire performance would be done in an un¬ 
authorised manner.—That the time is an essential factor follows from the 
fact that it has not been laid down as something to he secured ; in fact, the 
Locative Ending (in ^ udite\ ' sarulhati^ etc.) cannot have the sense of 
location ; it has therefore to be taken as connoting an essential condition. 

It has been argued (under Su. 30) that “ the present case should be 
treated like the case of the Savanas ”.—Our answer to this is as follows— 

SUTRA (34). 

In the case of the Savanas, there is postponement 
BECAUSE there IS CONNECTION. 

Bhd§ya. 

One Savana is connected with another Savana, —^because both are con¬ 
nected with the same sacrifice. Hence it is only right that in that case 
the postponement of one should mean the postponement of the other. 



AdhikARANA (18): The ^ So^shin’ should he 'postponed in 
pursuance of the ‘ Ukthya \ 

SUTRA (35). 

By reason of its connection with the ‘ Ukthya the 
‘ SoDASHl ’ [should BE POSTPONED], 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with Jyotistomay we read with reference to the ^odUishin 
'Tam pardnchamukhthyebhyo vi^hnati^ [‘One should take up the JSodaahin 
after the Vkthyas''] (Taitti. Sam. 6. 6. 11. 0). 

The question that arises is—If, for some reason, emanating from (Jod 
or man, the Ukthyas become postponed (or prolonged), should, or should not, 
the Sodashin also be postponed ? 

The Pnrvapakaa view is as follows:—“The SoikisJiin should not be post¬ 
poned ;—why ?—because it is only when there is no postfionement of the 
Sodaahin that its hymn becomes recited at the prescribed time,- this time 
having been prescribed in the text—‘ One recites the hymn of tlu' Sodaakin 
at the time when neither the Sun nor the Stars are visible’.—For this reason 
there should be no jjostj^onement 

In answer to this we have the following Siddhdnta :—The Sodashhi should 
be postponed :—why ?— -becaiiae of ita connerfion with the Ukthya. The 
Sodaahin has been declared to be connected with the Ukthyas in the text-— 
‘One should take up the So^ahin after the Ukthyas'. —Hence the ^^odktshin 
should be postponed.—It has been argued that—“ by not postponing it, 
we secure the observance of the prescribed time of the hymn of the Sodashin 
—Our answ’er to this is as follows : —In this case it so happens that if we stick 
to the order of sequence of the Hymn, w© go against the order of sequence 
of the ‘ Principal ’ ; hence we should not stick to the order of sequence of the 
Hymn. In fact, both cannot be observed; because wo find it declared that 
‘ one should recite the Hymn either after taking up the Cup, or after holding 
up the Ladle ’.—From all this it follows that the Sodashin should be post¬ 
poned. 


End of Pdda i of Adhydya V. 



ADHYAYA V. 


PADA II. “ 

Adhikarana (I) : ‘ Paddrthdnusamaya-nydya ’—i.e. The 
‘ Principal of each to each at a Time ’; In connection 
with the ‘ Vdjapeya animals \ all the rites should he 
performed in such a way that each rite is 
performed in connection with every one of the 
animals^ before another rite is taken up. 

SUTRA (1). 

[POrvapaksa]—When there are several Principals conurecated 

TOC ETHER, THE ENTIRE PERFORMANCE OF ALL THE RITES SHOULD 
BE COMPLETE WITH EA("H OF THEM."’ 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Vdjapeya sacrifice, we read—‘ Saptadaaha 
prdjdpatydn pashundlabhet'i' [‘One should sacrifice seventeen animals dedi¬ 
cated to Prajapati ’] (Taitti. Bra. 1. .3. 4. 3).—-In connection with the Agnl- 
somlya Animal (which is the Archetype of all animals)—certain consecrating 
rites have been laid down, all which become transferred to the said seven¬ 
teen animals, by the General Law (‘ The Ectype is to be performed like the 
Archetype). 

In regard to tliis there arises the question—Are the rites to be all 
done to the first animal, then all to the second, and so forth ? Or the 
first rite is to done to all the animals, then the second to all the animals, and 
so forth ? 

The Purvapaksa view on this question is as follows :—“ All the rites 
should be completed with each of them ;—why ?—because in this manner 
alone would the proximity of the Principal (to the rites) be maintained ; 
if any other method were adopted, this proximity would be removed.—Just 
as in the case of one receiving many horses in gift, when it comes to the 
offering of the several cakes (as expiation of the sin of the gift), all the 
offerings in connection with one horse are completed before those in con¬ 
nection with the second horse are made ;—and it is not that one kind of 
offering is done in regard to all, then the second kind and so on ; similarly 
should it be in the case in question also 
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SOTRA (2). 

[Siddhakta]— In connection with all animals, one kind of rite 

SHOULD BE performed FIRST, BECAUSE EVEN SO THE ORDER 
OF Sequence is maintained. 

* Bhd§ya. 

As a matter of fact, the rite of one kind should be performed first.— 
What would be the gain in this ? ”—Concomitance would be preserved ; 
the concomitance (association) of all the animals has been directly asserted 
in the text ‘ Vaiahvadevlm krtvd pashvhhiahchaharanti ’ f‘ After performing 
the sacrifice to Viahvedema, they should proceed to deal with the animals ’] 
(where it is indicated that all the animals are to be dealt with together 
at one and the same time). 

“ In that case between the first rite to the first animal and the second 
rite to the same animal there would be an intervention due to the first rite 
being done to all the animals before the second is done to the first animal ”, 

This does not afiect our position. Because even so an order of sequence 
is preserved; for the first rite done to the second animal is the same first 
rite that liad been done to the first animal,—and not a different rite ; and 
intervention is caused when something different comes in between two things. 

8(JTRA (3). 

[In the instance cited] there is performance of all the rites 

OVER ONE (THEN OF ALL TO THE SECOND AND SO ON), BECAUSE 
THERE IS A SPECIAL REASON. 

Bhdsya. 

It has been argued that “ in the case of the offering of several Cakes, 
the system of doing one rite for all, (then the second rite for all) and so 
forth is not adopted —-This has to be refuted ; and,? this refutation is as 
follows :—‘ There ia performance of all the rites over one, because there is a 
special reason ; this special reason is that if the system of one rite being 
done to all (then the second to all) were adopted, then by the time that the 
adhiahrayaria (Heating on Fire) would be done to all the thousand cakes, 
the first cake would have dried up and its kneading would be impossible. 
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This Sutra (S) may he taken eta by itself embodying a distinct Adhiharaiyi 
as follows :— 


Adhikarana (2): ‘ KdriMnusamayanydya ’ or the Principle 
of ‘ all in a body to each at a time ’ ;—In the case of the 
Expiatory offering in connection with the acceptance 
^ Thousand Horses^ all the rites 

should he done for one Cake^ then all to 
the second^ and so forth. 

SUTRA (3)—[as above]. 

Bhdsya. 

The Piirvapaksa view is that “ in the case of the acceptance of the gift 
of several thousands of horses, the rites are to be performed one by one to 
each of the Cakes 

The Siddhdnta is that all the rites are to be performed in a body over 
one Cake, then all in a body over the second, and so forth. 


13 



Abhikaraija (3): ‘ Samuddydnv^amaya-nydya ’— The 
Principle of the Composite Whole : In the case of 
‘ Musti ’ {Handful)^ ‘ Kapdla ’ {Pan) and the 
like, the act is one composite whole. 

StJTRA (4). 

[Purvapak§a]—“ In the case op ‘ Mu^tt * (Handful), ^ Kapala * 
(Pan), ' AvadIna ’ (slicing), ‘ AJJjana ’ (Collyrium), 

‘ AbhyaSjana ’ (Anointing), ‘ Vapana ’ (Shaving of 
THE Head) and ‘ Pavana ’ (Purifying),—each 
individual act is complete in ITSELF. 

Bhd§ya. 

[There are the following texts—(a) ‘ Chaturo mu^tln nirvapati * (‘ Throws 
four handfuls into the basket),— (6) Astau kapdldni upadadhdti ' (*He 
sets up eight pans ’),—(c) ^ Dvirhavi§o ’ vadyati madhyddavadyati purvardhad 
avadycdV (‘Slices twice out of the offering-material, slices out of the centre, 
slices out of the front half’),— (d) ^Trirankte* (‘Applies collyrium to the 
eyes thrice’),—(e) Dik^Uamhhydnkte'' (‘Anoints the imitated sacrificer’), 
—(/) ‘ Pratidisham tristrirvapati ’ (‘ In each direction he shaves the head 
three times’),— {g) ^ Chitpatistvd pundtu iti saptahhirmukham'* (Pronouncing 
the words ‘ Chitpatistvd punatu ’ he touches the mouth seven times ’).] 

In regard to these ‘ Handfuls * and the rest, there arises the question— 
Is a single ‘ Handful ’ to be treated as a complete act ?—Or the four handfuls 
(as a composite whole) are to be treated as a complete act ? 

The Purvapak^ view is as follows : — “ A single ‘ handful ’ constitutes 
an Act ,— ^Why so ?— ^Because what constitutes one act is the throwing into the 
basket of a single Handful, and not the throwing into the basket of all the 
four handfuls .— ^Why so ?— On the ‘ throwing in ’ of the single ‘ handful 
the man’s effort (aim) would be completely accomplished [and if a second 
or subsequent ‘throwing in’ would be done, these would be the effect of 
other efforts, and this difference in the effort would make the resultant acts also 
different—says Tuppikd ^; and it cannot be said that ‘ nothing has been thrown 
in nor could it be said that the ‘ throwing in ’ had not been done, when the 
handful has been actually thrown in. Nor again can it be said that there 
is no useful purpose served by the throwing in of a single handful. Further, 
unless o?ie Handful (the first) is thrown in, it is not possible for the number 
‘ four * to be accomplished ; because after all the term ‘ four ’ is meant to 
qualify the ‘handful’.—From all this, it follows that every single ‘handful* 
(thrown in) should be regarded as a complete act [and should be performed as 
such, eaeh singly, by itself 1.—Similarly jn the case of the texts (6) ‘ Sets up 
the pans ’, (c) * Slices from the centre, slices from the frontal half ’, (d) 
‘ Applies collyritim ’, (e) ‘ Anoints *, (/) ‘ Shaves ’ and (^r) ‘ Purifies 
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SUTRA (5). 

[Siddhanta]—In beauty, all [should be tbeatbd as composite 
wholes] ; AS THEY FORM A SINGLE ‘ ACT' ; (AS FOB THE 
(numbers), they are only qualifications of 

THE ACT. 

Bhdsya. 

As a matter of fact, all should he completed and treated as composite 
wholes. In the present context, the ‘ throwing in ’ of a single ‘ Handful ’ 
does not constitute an ‘ act ’ at all; as the act of ‘ throwing in ’ is one that 
is qualified by the number ‘ four “ How do you know that it is the 
‘ throwing in ’ (and not the Handful) that is qualified by the number/owr ? ”— 
From the fact that in the text the term ‘ four ’ is connected (construed) 
with the act of ‘ throwing in In this case therefore the correct course- 
is to take the text as enjoining more than one adjunct along with the act 
[i.e. the ‘ handful ’ and the number ‘ four % along with the act of ‘ throwing 
in ’] ; otherwise if the number ‘ four ’ were construed with the ‘ handful % 
then there would be a syntactical split; and what would be so ^enjoined 
would not be an adjunct of the act of ‘ throwing in ’. 

Similarly in the case of the acts of ‘ setting up ’ (of the pans) ; in con¬ 
nection with which also the text is (6) ‘ As^kapdlam nirvapati \ ^ ^kddashaka• 
pdlam nirvapati ’ [‘ Sets it up on eight pans ‘ sets it up on eleven pans 
Similarly with the texts—(c) ‘ Dviravadyati ’ [‘ slices out twice *] (Shatapatlia 
Bra. 4. 4. 3. 9), — (d) ‘ Trirabhyahkte ' [‘ anoints thrice’],— (g) ' Ekavirhshatyd 
pdvayati^ [‘Purifies twenty-one times’] (Taitti. Sana. 6. 1. 1. 8). —In all 
these cases the number and other factors are adjuncts of the act. —From 
all this it follows that the act is to be treated as one composite whole. 



Adhikarana (4): The act of ‘ Avaddna' extends up to and 
includes the actual ‘ offering 

StJTRA (6). 

The action (of * offering ’) being a conjunct one, the ‘ slicing ' 

SHOULD BE REGARDED AS PART OF THE ACT OF ‘ OFFERING ’ ; 

BECAUSE IT IS THE FIRST STEP IN THAT ACT ; SPECIALLY 
BECAUSE THE ‘ SLICING ’ IS DONE ONLY FOR THE 
PURPOSE OF ‘ OFFERING 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Daraha-Purnamdsa we read —" Dvirhaviao^ m- 
dyaiV [‘He slices twice out of the offering-material’] (Shatapatha. Bra. 
4. 4. 3. 9). 

In regard to this there arises the question—Is the act complete with 
the mere ‘ slicing ’ ? Or does it commence with the ‘ slicing ’ and end with 
the ‘ offering ’ ? 

The Purvapak^ view is that “ the action is complete with the mere 

* slicing ’ ;—^why so ?—because it is a distinct act by itself ; as a matter 
of fact, the ‘ slicing ’ is an independent act by itself, because the effort of the 
agent ends with it, and because it is spoken of by an independent verb 
‘ avadyati ’, ‘ slices ’ 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta:—The action of 

* offering ’ being a conjtmct one, the ‘ slicing ’ should he regarded as part of the act 
of ‘ offering ’ ; because it is the first step towards that act: specialty because the 
‘ slicing ’ is done only for the purpose of ‘ offering ’ ; that is, the ’ slicing ’ 
is not a distinct act by itself; in fact, it is only the first step in the act of 
‘ offering If that were not so, then the ‘ slicing ’ would have to be taken 
as serving only a transcendental purpose.—[Though it is already implied 
in the act of ‘ offering ’, yet] it is laid down over again (by means of the 
verb ‘ avadyaoi ’) for the purpose of laying down the particular number 
(‘ two ’). Hence we conclude that the ‘ slicing ’ is only a part of an act; 
and the declaration of the ceremonial procedure of an act is not meant to 
lay down the concomitance of any part of the action.—-Hence the conclusion 
is that the action is completed with the act of ‘ offering *. 



Adhikarana (5) : The act of ‘anointing ’ of the Sacrificial 
Post is to he taken as extending to and including 
the ‘ Engirdling ’ of it. 

SUTRA (7). 

The set of acts beginning with ‘ anointing ’ and ending with 
‘ Engirdling ’ [should be treated as one complete act 

BECAUSE OF THE DIRECT ASSERTION.] 

Bhdsya. 

At the Jyotis^oma, in connection with the Aqnlsomiya animal, there 
is a Sacrificial Post ; in connection with which certain acts (rites) have been 
laid down in the shape of ‘ anointing ’ [‘ raising ‘ making of the hole in 
the ground \ ‘ the enlarging of the lower end ’ and ‘ engirdUng with a rope 
in the middle Tn regard to all these rites when going to be performed at 
the Yupaikadashinl (where there are eleven Sacrificial Posts), there arises 
the question—Is each of these rites to be treated as complete in itself, and 
hence as to be performed each by itself (in connection with each of the eleven 
posts, after which the second rite is performed in connection with each of 
them, and so on) ? Or is the whole set of rites beginning with ‘ anointing ’ 
and ending with ‘ engirdling ’ to be treated as one complete act and hence 
as to be performed all together in connection with each of the Posts ? 

On this question, the Siddhdnta is as follows:—The whole set of acts, 
beginning with ‘ anointing ’ and ending with ‘ engirdling ’, should be treated 
as one complete act.—Why ^—Because of the direct assertion to the effect 
that ‘ from the anointing till the end of the engirdling, the Sacrificer shall 
not leave the Sacrificial Post ’ (Taitti. Bra. 3. 8. 19. 1) ; it is not possible 
to do the ‘ anointing ’ and other rites one by one to each of the Posts, and 
yet not leave an individual Post. Hence it follows that the whole set of 
rites ending with ‘ engirdling ’ is to be performed together to each Post. 

SUTRA (8). 

[Objection]—“ The ‘ non-leaving ’ (of the Post) is due to a 

SPECIAL reason ; JUST LIKE THE ADDITION OF A VESSEL.” 

Bhdsya. 

Objection —“ Each rite should be dealt with as independent; as it is 
only thus that the concomitance indicated in the declaration of the ceremonial 
procedure would be observed.—As regards the direction that the Sacrificer 
shall not leave the Sacrificial Post from the time of the Anointing down to 
the Engirdling, —this is observed at the Archetype for a special reason ; 
this reason or purpose consisting in the fact that thereby the Sacrificer 
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renders help to the Adhvaryu Priest (in the ‘ raising ’ of the Post);—it is 
only when taken thus that the ‘ non-leaving ’ (of the Post, by the Sacrificer) 
serves a visible purpose ; otherwise it would have to be taken as serving an 
invisible (transcendental) purpose. The General Law (that the .Ectype is 
to be done like the Archetype) does not transfer to the Ectype such details 
of the Archetype as are done at this latter for special reasons. Consequently 
the Sacrificer could certainly leave off the first Post (after its anointing, and 
before the other rites), when the occasion arose for the ‘ raising * of the 
second Post. Just as, when it is laid down that ‘ the Anuydjas are to bo 
performed with Prsaddjya (Clarified Butter and Curd) an additional vessel 
has to be brought in for the holding of this Mixed Butter.” 

SUTRA (9). 

[Answer]—^That cannot be ; because the ‘ not leaving ’ is in 
ACCORDANCE WITH A VeDIC TeXT ; WHILE THE OTHER IS A MERE 
ARGUMENT ; AS REGARDS THE ADDITION OF A VESSEL, 

THAT IS DUE TO A SPECIAL CIRCUMSTANCE. 

A 

Bhdsya, 

It cannot be right to deal with each rite as an independent unit, the 
right course is to deal with all the rites ending with ‘ Engirdling ’ as one 
collective unit,—As for the ‘ not-leaving ' of the Post at the Archetype, it 
is in accordance with a Vedic text (not due to a special reason, as alleged) ; 
because as for the help rendered to the Adhvaryu, this latter could very well 
rai^ie the Post even without the help of the Sacrificer.—“ It would be more 
convenient [for the Adhvaryu to raise the Post with the Sacrificer’s help],” 
—[If this convenience were the sole purpose of the Sacrificer’s not-leaving 
the Post] this would militate against the Injunctive word, as the sole 
purpose of the said not-leaving would be restricted to the visible purpose 
(of convenience) ; just like the rule relating to facing the east at the time 
of eating.—Thus on account of the impossibility of the alternative suggested 
by the Opponent, the whole set of the rites in question is to be dealt with 
as one imit.—^As for the declaration of the ceremonial Procedure (whose 
authority has been invoked by the Opponent), that is a mere argument ; 
and the General Law (that the Ectype is to be done like the Archetype) 
is certainly more authoritative than that.—^As regards the addition of a 
vessel, tliat has to be done only for a special purpose (of holding a new 
material in the shape of the Butter and Curd, Prsaddjya), 



Adhikarana (6): In the case of {a) ‘ slicing for the deities % 
(fe) ‘ slicing for the Svistakrt ’ and (c) ‘ slicing for 
eating \ each ^slicing ’ is to he dealt with as a 
separate unit. 

SUTRA (10). 

[PCrvapaksa]—“ In the case of a number of animals, all the 

‘ SLICING ’ SHOULD BE FINISHED WITH EACH OF THE ANIMALS 
(BEFORE THEY ARE DONE TO THE OTHER ANIMAL) ; BECAUSE 
EACH ANIMAL IS AN INDEPENDENT ENTITY 

Bhdsya. 

At the Vdjapeya sacrifice, there are (seventeen) animals dedicated to 
Prajdpati, 

In regard to these, there arises the question—In connection with each 
individual animal, are all the slicings for the deities to be done, then (b) the 
slicings for the Svi§takrt offering, and (c) slicings for eating [and then the same 
slicings are to be done to the second animal, and so on] ?—Or are all the slicings 
for deities of all the animals to be treated as a unit,—similarly all the slicings 
for the Svistakrt offering,—and all the slicings for eating y —to all the animals ? 

The Purvapaksa view is as follows :—“ All the tliree kinds of slicing 
are to be done out of one animal and the offering made into the Fire [then 
the same out of the second animal] and so on ;—^because such has been 
declared to be the course at the Archetype [as explained under Adhikaraiya 
(1) above] ; and when this is what is done in connection with the animals 
at the Archetype, then the same should be done in connection also with the 
animals dedicated to Prajapati, in accordance with the General Law (of the 
Ectype being done in the same manner as the Archetype) 


SUTRA (11). 

[Siddhanta]—In reality, the ‘ slicings for the deities ’ are to 

BE DONE (with ALL THE ANIMALS) [AND THEN ALL ‘ SLICINGS FOR 
THE Svistakrt with all ; and then the ‘ slicings for 

EATING ’ WITH ALL] ; BECAUSE THE SLICINGS FOR ONE 
PURPOSE CONSTITUTE ‘ ONE ACT 

Bhd^ya. 

The Purvapaksa view is not correct. In faet, the ‘ slicings for deities * 
(out of one animal) are to be done along with the ‘ slicings for deities ’ (out of 
the other animals),—the ‘ slicings for Svistakrt ’ (out of one animal) are 
to be done along with the ‘ slicings for Svi§^kTt * (out of other animals),— 
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and the ‘ slioings for eating ’ (out of one animal) are to be done along with 
the ‘ slicings for eating * (out of the other animals).—“ Why so ? ”— Because 
aU the slicings of one kind fortn one act ; thus it is that all these slicings of one 
kind come to be done together.—^As regards what is laid down in connection 
with the Archetype, in regard to the various kinds of slicings, in the following 
text—‘ Having done the slicings for deities^ one should not make the offering 
with that alone,—the slicings for Svistakrit should be done ; after having 
done the slicings for Svistakrt, one should not make the offering with that 
alone, —^the slicings for eating should be done ’,—this direction is not militated 
against if one does the slicings for deities along with other slicings for deities ; 
because even though doing the slicings for deities (out of all the animals), 
one does not make the offering^ he goes on to do the slicings for Sviftakrt 
(again out of all the animals) ; and yet even though doing those slicings for 
Sviatakrt, he does not make the offering ;—^he goes on to do the slicings 
for easing [and it is only the offering that is prohibited in the text just quoted]. 
—^From all this it follows that each kind of slicing is to be done out of all 
the animals before another kind is done. 

8UTRA (12). 

AjjSo because the Mantra serves a useful purpose, 

Bhdsya. 

If the Siddhdnta view is accepted, then the Manotd-Mantra (Taitti. 
Sam. 3. 6. 10. 1) may be recited once only [in connection with one kind of 
slicing'], done out of all the animals. On the other hand [according to the 
Purvapaksa view, by which, even one kind of slicing will be done out of the 
several animals at different times] the Mantra would have to be recited 
in turn in connection with each of the animals.—From this also it follows 
that the slicings for deities should be done along with slicings for deities, 
the slicings for Svi^takrt along with slicings for Svi§^krt and the slicings 
for eating along with slicings for eating. 



Adhikarana (7): One whole ‘ Ulukhala ’—Wooden Mortar 
—is to he used at the ‘ Bahulnja-sacrifice \ a sacrifice 
at which several kinds of seeds are offered, 

8UTRA (13). 

At the ‘ Nanabija ’ sacrifice, there should be only one Wooden 
Mortar ; as that is fit (for use). 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Rdjasuyay the ‘ Ndndblja ’ sacrifice has been 
enjoined—‘ Agnaye grhapataye piiroddfihmYhastdkapdlarn nirvapUy Somdya 
vanaapataye shydtndkam charurriy and so forth’ [‘To Agni-Grhapati, one 
should offer the Cake baked on eight pans ; to Soma-Vamispaiiy the cooked 
Shyamdka-GOTn, etc. etc. ’] (Taitti. 1. 8. 10. 1).—There is the Threshing which 
is done at the Archetypal sacrifice (to the corns that are used as offering- 
material). 

In regard to this, there arises the question—Is one and the same Wooden 
Mortar to be used for the threshing of all the corns, one after the other ? 
Or should there be several Wooden Mortars used simultaneously ? 

“ Why should any such question arise ? ” 

The basis of the doubt lies in the fact that, if the spreading of the antelope^ 
skin (under the Mortar) and other details are to be treated as separate and 
independent acts, then there should be as many mortars as there are varieties 
of the com to be used; whereas, if the whole set of acts, beginning with the 
spreading of the antelope-skin and ending with the securing of the threshed 
grains, be treated as one composite unit,—then the same Mortar should 
•do for all. 

The Siddhdnta view is that there should he only one Wooden Mortar ;— 
why ?— because that is fit for being used in tiu*n (for all the corns) ; and so 
long as the desired piupose is served by the use of one Mortar, the bringing 
in of another would be useless.—Hence we conclude that one and the same 
Mortar is to be used in common (for the thresliing of all the corns in question). 

SUTRA (14). 

[Objection)—** There should be multiplication (of Mortars) ; 

BECAUSE THE REGULAR ORDER POINTS TO THAT 

CQNCLUSION 

Bhdsya. 

“ There should be multiplication —of mortars; («) because the fixed regular 
■order as indicated by the verbal texts could be maintained only if the 
-threshing of all the corns were done together;—(6) also because each of the 
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threshings hajs been taken as an independent act;—(c) because such 
as the spreading of the antelope-skin and the rest are all to be regarded as 
distinct acts,—^the effort involved in each being complete in itself, and ecioh 
of them being spoken of by means of a distinct term, like ‘ spreading * and 
the. rest.—From all this it follows that there should be multiplication 
[multiplicity of mortars].” 

StJTRA (15). 

[Answer]—In reality there should be only one (Mortar) ; as 

WHAT IS REQUIRED IS THE SECURING OF THE FINISHED RICE ; THE 
‘ THRESHING ’ BEING FOR THAT PURPOSE. 

Bhdsya. 

In reality thtre should be only one-nwrtar —^iised by turns ;—beginning 
from the spreading of the antelope-skin and ending with the securing of the 
finished rice, it is all one act (spoken of by the comprehensive term ‘ Threshing *); 
the spreading of the antelope-skin being the commencement of the a 9 t of 
‘ Threshing and all that follows, up to the obtaining of the finished grain, 
is part of the same. Because the act of ‘ Threshing ’ is done for the purpose 
of seciuing the finished grain. In this way, we avoid the necessity of assuming 
unseen (transcendental) results as following from the spreading of the 
antelope-skin and other details, as also from Threshing [which, as shown 
above, is regarded as leading to the seen result, in the shape of the Rice \— 
Thus we conclude that one and the same Mortar is to be used in common 
(for all the corns). 



Adhikarana (8): At the Agnisomlya’^nimal-sacrifice, the 
vessels for the ‘ Praydja ’ and the ‘ Anuydja ’ 
should he distinct. 

StJTRA (16). 

At the Eotype, there should be a different vessel for the 

AnUYIJAS ; BECAUSE ITS PURPOSE IS DIFFERENT. 

Bhd§ya. 

At the Jyotiatoma, there is the A^niso/nii/a-animal-sacrifice ; in connec¬ 
tion with that we read—‘ Prsaddjyena anuydjdn yajcUi * [‘ One should offer 
the Anu/ydjaa with Curd - Butter’1 (Taitti. Sam. 6. 3. 11. 6). 

In regard to this, there arises the question.—Is one and the same vessel 
to be used at the Praydjaa and the Anuydjaa, for holding the Clarified Butter 
(used at the Praydjaa) and the Curd-Butter (used at the Anuydjaa) ? Or, 
are there to be different vessels ? 

Tho Pdrvapakaa view is that “ there should be only one vessel;—why ? 
—^because at the Archetype (i.e. the Jyotiatoma) there is only one vessel; 
hence here too there should be only one 

The SiddhdrUa is as follows:— There ahould be a different veaael ;—^why ?— 
became ita purpoae ia different. Pure Clarified Butter is used at the 
Praydjaa, and the mixed (Ciu-d-Butter) is used at the Anuydjaa i so that if 
the mixed (Curd-Butter) were contained in the vessel, then there would be 
a discrepancy in the performance of the Praydjaa (at which the offerings 
should consist of pure Clarified Butter)on the other hand, if the vessel 
contain pure Clarified Butter, then there would be a discrepancy in the 
performance of the Anuydjaa (where the offerings should consist of mixed 
Curd-Butter); nor is it possible to keep the two substances separate (in one 
and the same vessel). If it were possible to put in some sort of a barrier 
between the two substances in the vessel, at the time of offering, the two 
would bo sure to become mixed up.—Further, if both the substances 
were kept in the same Upabhrt-vessel, it would have to be larger and hence 
of a shape and size other than that prescribed for the Upabhrt, so that it 
would cease to bo an ‘ Upabhrt ’ ; the size prescribed for the Upabhrt is 
that its ^ puakara container, should be of the size of the Hand and that 
it should have only one container. 

It might be argued that—“ Pr^addjya (mixed Ciu^ and Clarified Butter) 
is also djya (Clarified Butter); so that if they are mixed up, there is no 
harm ”. 

It is not so; at the Archetypal Sacrifice, ‘ sprinkling out ’ and ‘ Examin¬ 
ing * are done to the Clarified Butter with the sole view that there may be 
no other substance mixed with it. Such being the case, it would be very 
wrong if the Praydjcta were offered with mixed Curd-Butter. 
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Further, if the two substances were kept in a single vessel, there would 
csertainly be some shortage in the quantity of the offering-material (at the 
later sacrifice, Anuydja ),—Nor would it be possible to add more of the 
miaterial (and make up the shortage) after the completion of the Fraydja ; 
because at the original Archetype, the supply of all the materials has to be 
got in at one and the same time ; so that at the Ectype also it will have to 
be done at one and the same time. 

From all this it follows that there should be two distinct vessels. 



Abhikarana (9): The Ndrista-homa should he performed 
before the Upahomas. 

SUTRA (17). 

What comes from the original archetype should be performed 

FIRST ; WHAT IS NEW COMING AT THE END : BECAUSE THERE 
CAN BE NO SUBSIDIARY LAID DOWN FOR WHAT HAS 
NOT BEEN ENJOINED. 

Bhdsya. 

At the Fire-laying Rite there is the Nakaatr^fi, in connection with 
which we read “ Agnaye krttikdbhyah purodashaniaatdkapdlam nirvapUy 
aotra juhoti agnayS svdhd krttikdbhyah avdhd 

[‘ To Agni and the Krttikds one should offer the cake baked on eight 
pans ; he should offer the oblations saying— Agnaye avdhd^ Krttikdbhyah 
avdhd (Taitti. BrS. 3. 1. 4. 1); where these and other aubaidiary homos 
( Upahomaa) are laid down ; at the original archetype of these there are certain 
homaa called ‘ Ndriapahoma \ 

In regard to this, there arises the question—^Which of these should be 
performed first ?—the Ndriata-homa or the Upahomaa ? 

On this question we have the following Siddhdnta :—What comes from 
the original archetype should be performed first, what belongs to the ectype 
coming at the end;—^why ?—because it is only when an action has been 
enjoined in its complete form that a subsidiary to it is prescribed ; for in¬ 
stance, it is only when the son has been born that a toy is provided for him. 


SUTRA (18). 

[Objection]—“ According to atreya what belongs to the Ectype 

SHOULD BE PERFORMED IMMEDIATELY AFTER THE PRINCIPAL 

Sacrifice ; as it is equal to it in being prescribed 
BY A Vedic Text : as for those that come from 

THE ORIGINAL ARCHETYPE, THEY MAY BE 
REMOVED further”. 

Bhdaya, 

Objection :—“ Atreya has held that what belonga to the Ectype ahould 
coyne immediately after the Principal Sacrifice ; what comes from the original 
Archetype is done afterwards. As a matter of fact, in the Vedic text, the 
ectypal act is actually found to be mentioned immediately after the 
Principal Sacrifice ; hence it follows that the Upahomaa (which are ectypal) 
should come first, and then the Ndrippa-homaa; those that come from 
the Archetype may be further removed, because they are not directly 
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mentioned in the Vedic text [they are only inferred on the basis of the General 
Law that the Ectype is to be performed like the Archetype].** 

SUTRA (19). 

[Answer]—According to Badarayana, the ectypal details should 

COME at the end ; because THOSE THAT COME FROM THE 
Archetype are such as are included in what is 

EXPRESSED BY THE WORDS LAYING DOWN THE 

Principal Sacrifice. 

Bkd§ya, 

The teacher Badarayana has held the opinion that the ectypal details 
shovM be performed at the end.—^Why ?— Because those that come from the 
Archetype are such as are included in what is expressed by the words laying down 
the Principal Sacrifice ; i.e. those details that belong to the Archetype are 
included in what is expressed by the words la 5 dng down the Principal 
Sacrifice ; and the following words (which lay down the Vpdhomas) —‘ He 
offers the oblation saying Agnaye svdha, Krttihdhhyah svdhd, etc. etc. ’—coiyie 
after the words laying down the Principal Sacrifice. 

From all this it follows that in accordance with the Order of Sequence 
indicated directly by the Vedas, the Upahomas should come after tlie 
Ndris fahomas, 

SUTRA (20). 

Also because we find other texts pointing to the same 

CONCLUSION. 

Bhd§ya. 

There is another text also which points to the same conclusion— 
‘ Adhvarasya pUrvamathdgnJerupapraUi iUat karma yadgikikarma * [‘ The Fire 
comes before the Sacrifice; because the rites relating to the Fire come first ’ ]; 
this shows that what is laid down later should be performed later. 



Adhikarana (10): Exception to the preceding Adhikarana: 
The ‘ Gambling ’ and other acts should be done before 
the ‘ Abhiseka \ ‘ Consecration by Water \ 

SUTRA (21). 

The place of the ‘ AbhI^Eka ’ being fixed, the place of the acts 

PRECEDING IT MUST BE THAT SAME ; BECAUSE THESE LATTER 
ARE DIRECTLY CONNECTED WITH THAT PLACE ; THE 
OTHER BEING A MERE REASONING. 

Bhdsya, 

In connection with the Rdjasuya we read—‘ Akaairdlvyati — Shauiiah- 
shepamakhydpayati—Ahhiaichyate ’ [‘ He gambles with dice,—recites the 
legend of Shuri^ahshepa —is consecrated by vxiter ’J. 

In regard to this, there arises the question—Are the Gambling and the 
rest to be done at the end ? Or before the Consecration by Water ? 

The Purvapaksa view is that according to the principle laid down in 
the foregoing Adhikararba —to the effect that ‘ according to Badarayana, 
the ectypal details come at the end ’—the acts of Gambling and the rest 
should be done at the end. 

In answer to this we have the following Siddhdnta :—They should be 
performed before the ‘Consecration by Water’, whose place is fixed; the 
‘ Consecration by Water ’ has its place fixed by the text, ‘ He is consecrated 
with water at the time of the Mahendra hymn ’ ; and in observance of this 
direct assertion, the acts in question should be performed before the 
‘ Consecration by Water —The other—i.e. what has been stated as the 
opinion of Bddardyaryi —is a mere argument [and hence has no authority 
as against the said Direct Assertion]. 



Adhikarana (11): The ‘ Sdvitra-homa ’ and the other acts 
are to he performed before the ‘ Dlksaniyd \ 

SUTRA (22). 

That (Ectypal detail) also which is mentioned before 
THE Archetypal detail [should be performed 
BEFORE this LATTER]. 

Bhd§ya, 

The Fire-laying Rite is enjoined in the text—‘ Ya evamvidvdnagnifi- 
chiniUe * [‘ One who knowing this sets up the Fire ’] (Taitti. Saifa. 5. 6. 2. 1) ; 
in connection with this Rite, the Sdvitra-homas [oblation to Savitr\ the 
Ukimaambharana [Preparing the Fire-place], the Istakd (Bricklaying) and 
Pashu (Animal-sacrifice) have been mentioned before the Dlksaniyd. 

In regard to this there arises the question—Are all these acts (Sdvitra- 
homa and the rest) to be performed first ? Or the Dlksaniyd sacrifice ? 

The Purvapaksa view is that—“ the ectypal details should be performed 
at the end, in accordance with the principle that ‘ according to Bddardyana 
the ectypal details are to be performed at the end ” 

In answer to this we have the following Slddhdnta :—The Sdmtra-homa, 
the Istakds, the Animal-vSacrifice, and the Ukhasambharana should be per¬ 
formed first;—why ?—because of the reading of the direct Vedic text; 
that is, the Dlksaniyd has been laid down, but before that have been laid 
down the Sdvitra-homa, the Isfakd, the Animal-sacrifice, and the Ukhd- 
sarnhharana ; and hence it follows that these latter should be performed 
first (before the Dlksaniyd). 



Adhikarana (12) : The Embellishments of the Sctcrificer are 
to be performed before the Wearing of the 
gold-ornament. 

SUTRA (23). 

When there is collocation (of Ectypal and Archetypal details), 

THE ‘ WeARINO of GOLD AS POINTED OUT, SHOULD COMB 
AT THE END. 

Bhd^ya. 

In connection with Fire-laying, the ‘ wearing of gold * and such acts 
have been mentioned after the Dlksanlya ;—and there are certain embellish¬ 
ments of the Sacrificer which come in from the Archetype by virtue of the 
General Law (relating to the Archetype and Ectype), whose time of per¬ 
formance is about the same as the said ‘ wearing of gold *. 

In connection with this, there arises the question—Is there no restriction 
as to the order in which these acts are to be performed ? Or should the 
‘ wearing of gold ’ and the like be done first ? Or the embellishments of 
the Sacrificer ? 

The Purvapakaa view is that there is no restriction ; or just as, on the 
strength of the perceptible order of the ‘ Verbal texts the Ukhdsamhharana 
and other acts are done before the Dlksanlya (as explained imder the 
preceding Su. 22), so (on the same groimd) the ‘ wearing of gold ’ and the like 
also should be done before the Dlksanlya ”. 

Against this, we have the following Siddhdnta :—^The Embellishments of 
the Initiated Sacrificer should be performed first;—why ?—because on the 
strength of the order of sequence of Verbal Texts in relation to the Dlksanlya, 
—and also on the strength of the General Law (relating to Archetypes and 
Ectypes),—both the acts in question (Embellishment of the Sacrificer and 
the wearing of gold) should be done after tl^e Dlksanlya. As regards the 
order of sequence of these two acts in relation to themselves,^—there is no 
perceptible order of verbal texts which would establish the precedence of 
the one or the other, as there was in the case of the Ukhdsambharana, 
But in connection with the Archetypal Sacrifice, the embellishments are 
mentioned first;—and in connection with the Ectype, the wearing of gold 
is mentioned next;—hence the order of sequence between them should be as 
pointed out by these two facts; that is, the Ectypal should come at the end. 

Question —“ [When the order of sequence is so clearly pointed out] 
why should there be any suspicion of their collocation ? ” 

Ansrver —As a matter of fact, it is their collocation that is manifest.— 
Or, we may take it as a doubtful statement in regard to something on which 
there is no doubt; as we find in such assertions as—‘ Br&hmanas learned 
in the Veda and performing many sacrifices should attain the highest state, 
14 
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—if the acriptitrea are true * [There is no doubt that the scriptures are true; 
and yet it is spoken of conditionally, as if open to doubt],—Hence the 
objection brought forward does not affect our position. 


End of Pdda ii of Adhydya V. 



ADHYAYA V. 

PADA III. 


ADHiKABAijrA (1): The numbers, ‘ Eleven ’ and the rest, are 
to he made up hy all the performances collectively. 

SUTRA (1). 

[P(Tbvapak9a]—“ There should be multiplication of the acts, 

BECAUSE EACH ACT IS DIFFERENT ; THE NUMBER THEREFORE 
MUST BE TAKEN AS APPERTAINING TO EACH INDIVIDUAL 
ACT,—^LIKE THE ‘ MiXED CuRD-BUTTER 

Bhd§ya. 

In connection with the Agniaomlya Animal, we read—‘ Ekddasha praydjdn 
yajati ’ (Taitti. Sam. 6. 3. 7. 5)-—‘ Skddashdnuydjdnyajati ’ (Taitti. Sam. 
6. 3. 11. 6) [‘He offers eleven Praydja Sacrifices’, ‘He offers eleven Amiydja 
Sacrifices’];—again in connection with the Chaturmdsya Sacrifice,— ^ Nava 
praydjdn yajati, navdnuydjdn yajati^ (Taitti. Sam. ]. 6. 3. 3) [‘He offers 
nine Praydjaa ; he offers nine Anuydjas ’];—again, in connection with the 
Fire-laying —" Sadupaaadah^ (Taitti. Sam. 6. 3. 11. 6) [‘There are six 
Upaaad offerings ’]. [At the Jyotiatoma, which is the archetype of the 
Agnaiomtya, there are 'five Praydjaa^ and 'five Anuydjaa' and 'three 
Upaaada ’.] 

In regard to these, there arises the question—Is the number ‘ eleven * 
—or, at the Chaturmdaya, the number ‘nine’,—or at the Fire-laying, in 
regard to the Upaaada, the number ‘ six ’—tq be made up in connection with 
each of the five Praydjaa —and each of the five Anuydjaa —and each of the 
three Upaaada ? Or is the number to be made up by all the performances 
(of the Praydja, or the Anuydja, or the Upaaada) collectively ? 

[At the Archetype, Jyotistoma, there are five Prayajas {five Anuyajas and 
three upaaads), at the Ectype, AgnUomlya, there are to be eleven Prayajas. The 
question is—How is the number eleven to be made up ? Does it mean that each 
of the five Prayajas is to be repeated eleven times, there being fifty five in all ? Or, 
does it mean that the whole lot of five is to be repeated collectively, twice—thus 
making up the number ten, and as the eleventh, the last one of the Prayajaa is to 
be done once cigain ?] 

On this question we have the following Purvapak§a —“ The number should 
vary with (and apply to) each principal act;—^why ?—^because the actions are 
different and they are principal acts (not subservient to any other act); 
—and the number is laid down in reference to them;—whenever a detail 
or qualification is laid down in close proximity to a number of principal 
acts, it must vary with each of those acts; as for instance, when it is laid 
down that ‘the Anuydjaa should be offered with mixed‘Curd-BiUter\ the 
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qualitioation that the Butter used should be mixed with Curds is taken to 
vary with, and apply to, each of the Anuydjas 

SUTRA (2). 

[Siddhanta]— In reality, inasmuch as the number pertains to 
ALL collectively, IT SHOULD BE UNDERSTOOD TO 
BE MADE UP BY REPETITION. 

Bhd^ya. 

The number should b© taken as to be made up by all collectively.— 
Why ?—Because Number is a property that resides separately in the sub¬ 
stances concerned; and where there are no separate or diverse substances, it is 
conceived of as due to repetitions of the same substance ; but this repetition 
would be permissible only to that extent up to which no diversity would 
be possible; so that, to the extent that there is diversity, the number should 
rest in that diversity itself.—For this reason, the number in question should 
be made up by all the ewjts collectively. [As a rule, the number ‘ eleven 
subsists in ‘ eleven ’ separate things ; but when the eleven distinct things 
ore not there,—as in the present case, there is only one Praydja, —then the 
number has to be made up by repeating the same thing eleven times; i.e. 
there would be eleven Praydjaa. —But we would be justified in bringing 
eleven distinct imits, only if we could not find any ground for differentiating 
below tliat figure. In the case in question, hbwever, we find that we can 
have a unit of jive Praydjaa, on the basis of the fact that there are this 
number at the Archetype. We can therefore admit of a repetition of only 
this unit of jive Praydjaa, and not a repetition of a single Praydja. eleven 
times.] 

As for the case of the ‘ mixed Curd-Butter ’ that has been cited,— 
the quality of being a mixture^ is not one that cannot subsist in a single 
substance,—it is not one that must subsist in diversity ; nor is it one which, 
being brought about in connection with one act, helps pther acts also; con¬ 
sequently, in this case, it is necessary to take it as varying with each act.— 
Number, on the other hand, is a quality that can help several things in 
common ; because it requires several things for its existence.—It is only 
when the number ‘ eleven ’ is taken as made up by all the aots collectively 
that the declaration of ceremonial procedure, which indicates the con¬ 
comitance of the acts, becomes duly observed. 



ADHiKARAijrA (2): Of (he ‘ three Upasads \ each has to he 
repealed at its own place and time—in order to 
make the ‘ six Upasads ’ prescribed for the 
Agnlsomlya. 

SUTRA (3). 

Thebe should be multiplication of the Upasads at theik own 

PLACE AND TIME, BECAUSE THE ORDER OF SEQUENCE 
AMONG themselves HAS BEEN FIXED. 

Bhd^ya. 

[At the Fire-laying Rite there are to be ‘ six Upasads ’ (Taitti. Sam. 
6. 3. 11. 6); at its archetype there are only three Upasads; the number 
‘ six ’ has, according to the preceding Adhikaranay to be made up by repeat¬ 
ing all the three Upasads.] Now in regard to this repetition of the Upasadsy 
there arises the question—^In this repetition like the * repeated fall of the 
measuring rod’ [which is let fall on the ground only by its two ends, so that* 
the second fall is of the two ends together, and that also only after the first 
fall of the two ends,—similarly in the case in question, the repetition of 
the three Upasads would be in tliis way that the second performance of the 
three Upasads would come after all the three Upasads had been performed 
once] ?—Or is each of the Upasads repeated at its own place and time ? 

On this question, we have the following Purvapaksa : —“ It is in the 
very natme of things to be repeated that they are repeated ‘ like the repeated 
fall of the measming rod ’; for instance, when it is said—‘ The Anumka 
should be recited thrice what is done is that it is recited from beginning 
to end, and then it is again begun at the begimiing.—Hence in the case of 
the Upasadsy the repetition should be ' like the repeated fall of the measuring 
rod’.” 

In answer to this we have the following Siddhdnta ;— There should be 
rmdtiplication of the Upasads at their oum place and time ;—why ?— because 
the order of sequence among themselves has been fixed ; the order of sequence 
among the three Upasads has been fixed by the following text—‘ The first 
Upasad should be done first; after that is done, the middle one should be 
done ; and after the middle one, the last one is to be done —Now if the 
repetition were in the manner of ‘the repeated fall of the measuring rod*, 
then the second performance of the first Upasad would come after 
that of the last (third) one,—this multiplication (repetition) would not be 
at its own place and time (as prescribed by the text just quoted).—This 
discrepancy does not occur if there is repetition of the first Upasad. at its 
own place and time.—Hence we conclude that the multiplication of the 
Upasad should be at its own place and time. 



Adhikarana (3): In the case of the ^ Sdmidhenl Verses \ 
the additional verses come in at the end. 

SCTRA (4). 

[PCrvapak^a]—“ The ‘ Dhayya " verses shotted come between 

THE ‘ SAMIDHYAMANAVATI ’ VERSE AND THE ‘ SaMIDDHAVATI ’ 
VERSE ; BBCADSE THEY HAVE BEEN EtTLOOISED AS 
EYING BETWEEN HeAVBN AND EaRTH.” 

Bhdsya, 

The ‘ Sdmidhenl verses ’ have been spoken of in connection with the 
Darsha-Purnamdsa sacrifices, in the text—* Sdmidheniranvdha * [‘ He recites 
the Sdmidhhil verses ’] (Taitti. Sam. 2. 5. 8. 2). In regard to the number 
of these verses, there are several alternatives laid down with a view to definite 
desirable results, such as ‘ For one who desires social standing, one should 
recite twenty-one’ (Taitti. Sam. 2. 5. 10. 2), and so forth.—^Those numbers 
are to be made up by introducing additional verses, as is going to be 
explained later on (imder Su. 10. 5. 26). 

[Of ‘ Sdmidhenl verses ’ proper, the number is only eleven ; these have been 
translated by Fggeling in his translation of the ShcUapcUha Brdhmaryi^ in a foot¬ 
note, on p. 102. But in regard to actual practice, varying numbers have been 
laid down : The Shatapatha speaks oi fifteen under 1. 3. 5. 7 ;—of seventeen^ under 
1. 3. 5. 10 and 3. 1. 3. 6;—of twenty-oncy under 3. 3. 6. 11. There are several 
ways of making up these numbers: For making up ‘ fifteen the device laid 
down is to secure the four additional verses by reciting the first and the eleventh 
verses thrice instead of once; while ‘ twenty-one * is made up by bringing in 
additional verses from the Tenth Mandala of the Ryveda.l 

In regard to this, there arises the question—Are the additional verses 
to come at the end (after the original verses) ? Or do they come between 
the ‘ Samiddhyamdnavatl Verse ’ [‘ Samidhyamdnd'dhvarah etc.' —Rgveda, 

3. 27. 4],—and the ‘ Samiddhavatl verse ’ [‘ Samiddho agna dhuta etc. ’—Rgveda, 
5. 28. 5] ? 

On this question, the natural conclusion—supported also by the principle 
emmciated under Su. 6. 2. 19—^is that they should com© in at the end. 

As against this we have the following view [which is regarded as the 
Purvapaksa of the Adhikarana] —‘‘ The additicmal verses should come in 
between the * SamidhyamdnavcUl verse ’ and the ‘ Samiddhavatl verse ’.—^Why ? 
—because they have been eulogised —praised— as lying between Heaven and 
Earth, in the text—‘ This (Earth) is SamiddhyamdnavaM and that (Heaven) 
is SamiddhavcUl, what comes between is the Dhdyyd ’ ;— here the Dhdyyd 
(which is the name of the additional verses) is described as the sky 
(between Heaven and Earth), which shows that these verses are to be recited 
between the two verses named ; so that they should not come in at the 
end ”. 
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SUTRA (5). 


[Siddhanta]— In fact, it is only those vebses that are called 
‘ Dhayya ’ [that may come in the middle ;—^the others 

MUST COME AT THE END]. 


Bhdsya. 


Tn reality, it is only those that are called by the name ‘ Dhdyyd ’ that 
may come in the middle (between the two verses named in the preceding 
Sutra) ; because it is under that name that they have been spoken of in the 
eulogistic text quoted ; and it is on the basis of this eulogy and name that 
we have such assertions as—‘ The two verses containing the term prthupdja 
[i.e. Rgveda 3. 27. 6-6] are the two Dhdyyds \ and ‘ the two verses in the 
Usnik and Kakup metres are the two Dhdyyds \ 

Question —“ What are these mantras that are called ‘ Dhdyyd ’ ? We 
do not find this term used anywhere 

Ansfwer —The Sdmidheni verses themselves are ‘ Dhdyyd \ 

How so ? 

The words of the revered Panini (3. 1. 29) are as follows—‘ The terms 
(1) Pdyya, (2) Sdnndyya^ (3) Nikdyya, and (4) Dhdyyd are used in the sense 
of (1) a measure, (2) an offering-material, (3) a residence, and (4) the 
Sdmidheni verses ’ ;—on the strength of tliis Smrti-text, we infer the Vedic 
text (to the same effect). 

“ To which of the Sdmidheni verses is the name Dhdyyd applied ? ” 

Answer —It appears that the name is applied to all the Sdmidheni verses. 
But in the present context, from what has been said under Su. 4, to the 
effect that ‘ the Dhdyyd should come in between the Samidhyamdnavatl 
verse and the Samiddhavatl verse —^it would seem that from among all the 
Sdmidheni verses, it is only a few specified ones to which the name ‘ Dhdyyd ’ 
is meant to be applied. 

“ But from the words of Panini, all the Sdmidhenls should come equally 
under the name ‘ Dhdyyd 

Not so ; because even so, the application of the name to a few selected 
ones only would be quite compatible (with the words of Panini). 

“ If only a few selected ones are to be included under the name, which 
ones are they ? ” 

Answer —They are just those verses that contain the term ‘ dhdyyd ’ ; 
these alone are the Dhdyyd verses ; and it is only if these alone are meant, 
that the said declaration (that the Dhdyyd verses are to come between the 
two verses, Samidhyamdnavatl and Samiddhavatl) can have any sense ;— 
and when the declaration serves a useful p\u*pose imder this restricted sense, 
no other verses could be regarded as ‘ dhdyyd ’ ; as there would be no 
authority for their being so regarded. 
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SOTRA (6). 

The verses in the ‘ U§nik * and ‘ Kaktjp ’ metres are 

FOUND AT THE END. 

Bhdsya, 

The two verses in the * Uanik * and ‘ Kakup ’ metres are actually found 
recited at the end ; as is clear from this text—‘ Yajjagatyd paridadhydt 
antam yajHam gachchhet, aiha yal trisfuhhd paridadhdti ndntam gachchhati ’ 
[‘If he places the Partdhi sticks with the Jagatl metre, then the Sacrifice 
will reach completion ; if he places the ParidAi-sticks with the Triatup 
metre, the sacrifice will not reach completion 

“ But here we find the Triatup metre spoken of as coming at the end, 
not the Uanik and the Kakup." 

Answer —It is the U§nik and the Kakup that are spoken of here as 
‘ Triatup \ 

“ How so ? ” 

Because we find the eulogy at the end to the effect that—‘ The Triatup 
is virility itself ; the Uanik and the Kakup constitute the virility of the 
Triatup where the effect has been spoken of (figuratively) as the cause. 



ADHiKAKAijrA (4) ; The verses added to the ‘ Bahispavantdrva ’ 
should come in after the ‘ Parydsa at the end. 

SCTRA (7). 

[P(JRVAPAK§A continued] —“When verses are added to the 

‘ BaHI^PAVAMANA ’ HVMN, THE ADDITIONAL VERSES SHOULD 
COME IN BEFORE THE ‘ PARYASA ’ ; AS IT IS SO SEEN 
AT THE ‘ DvADASHIhA ’ SACRIFICE.’’ 

Bhdsya. 

There are certain sacrifices at which additional verses are to be used ; for 
instance—‘ Ekavirhahendtirdtrena prajdkdmam ydjayeyuh, trinavenaujas. 
kdmam^ trayastphahena pratiathdkdinam ’ r‘ By the Atirdtra with twenty-one 
verses, they should sacrifice for one desiring offspring ; by one with twenty- 
seven verses, for one desiring glory ; and by one with thirty-six verses, for 
one desiring social standing*] (Taitti. Bra. 2. 2. 4. 7). Here the various 
numbers are to be made up by adding other verses—as is going to be 
explained later on (under Su. 10. 5. 26). 

Now in regard to the additional verses brought into the Ectypal 
modifications of the Bahiapavamdnay —there arises the question—Are these 
additional verses brought in at the Ectvpes, to come in at the end ? Or 
before the Parydsa ? 

[At the Bahispava7ndna^ which ia the Archetypal Hymn, there are only three 
triads of verses, i.e. 9 verses in all — the three triads being named (1) ^ Stotflya\ 
(2) ‘ Anurupa \ and (3) ‘ Parydsa ’ ;— in order to make up the number twenty- 
onCy four verse-triads^ i.e. twelve versos, have to be added; for making up the 
number twenty-seven^ six verse-triads^ i.e. eighteen verses, have to be added ; and 
for making the number thirty-sixy eight verse-triads, i.e. 24 verses, have to be 
added.] 

On this question, the Piirvapakaa view is as follows :—“ The additional 
verses should come in before the ‘ Parydsa as has been seen at the ‘ Dvddashdha ’ 
sacrifice. That is, in connection with the Dvddashdha sacrifice it is said— 
‘ There are two Verse-triads, the Stotriya and the Anurupa ; there are verse- 
triads called VrsaniHit; and the last verse-triad is the Parydsa * [where the 
Vrsanvat verse-triads appear before the Parydsa ]; on the same analogy 
in the case in question also, the additional verse-triads should come in before 
the Parydsa, the last verse-triad 

SUTRA (8). 

[PCrvapak^a concluded] —“The name ‘Paryasa’ also stands 

FOR THE END.” 

Bhd§ya. 

“In common parlance, the term ‘parydsa ’ is found to be used in the 
sense of end ; as in such expressions as ‘ kaetra-parydsah * (‘ end of the field*), 



924 


SHABARA-BHll^YA : 


‘ nadiparydsah ’ (‘ end of the river ’). Thus from the very name ‘ Parydsa * 
it follows that the verse-triad of that name should come at the end [and it 
follows as a necessary corollary that the additional verses must come in 
before it].” 

SCTRA (9). 

fSiDDHANTA]- In REALITY, IT SHOULD COME IN AT THE END, AS ALREADY 

EXPLAINED. 

Bhdsya. 

Such additional ectypal details as those under question should come 
in at the end ; as has already been explained under Su. 5. 2. 19, above. 

SUTRA (10). 

As REGARDS THE ‘ DvADASHAHA " SACRIFICE, WHAT IS DONE THERE 
IS BY VIRTUE OF THE DIRECT DECLARATION. 

Bhdsya. 

It has been argued above (under Su. 7) that ‘ it has been so found to 
be the case at the DvddashdJui sacrifice ’ ;—this has got to be refuted.—The 
answer to this is that what is done at the Dvddashdha sacrifice is by virtue of 
the direct declaration to the effect that ' There are two verse-triads, Stotriya 
and Anurupa ; there are the verse-triads called Vrmij^vat; and the last verse- 
triad is the Parydsa ’ ;—and no burden is too heavy for a Vedic declaration. 
[Hence what is so declared has to be accepted ; but there is no such declara¬ 
tion in connection with the case in question]. 

SUTRA (11). 

Also because the Bahi§pavamana is not a modification of the 

Dvadashaha. 

Bhdsya. 

The Bahispavamdna (which we are considering) is not a modification 
(Ectype) of the Dvddashdha \ hence it is not necessary that it should take 
in the details of this latter. 

SUTRA (12). 

In fact, even in what is a modification of the Dvadashaha, [the 

ADDITIONAL VERSES COME AT THE END] BECAUSE THEY ARE NEW 
[AND THEIR PLACE HAS NOT BEEN OTHERWISE FIXED]. 

Bhdsya. 

Even at those sacrifices (such as the Ahlna Satras) which are Ectypes of 
the Dvddashdha, the additional verses are placed at the ehd.—How so ?— 
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Because they are new ; that is,* as for the ‘ Vrsax^vat verse-triads \ it is only 
the Vrsanvat verses proper that are placed before the Parydsa [those how¬ 
ever whose place is not so fixed are always placed at the end]. Because 
the text speaks of the Vrsarivat verse-triads only, and what is directly stated, 
that alone is to be accepted ; it cannot be made applicable to other similar 
cases. 



Adhikaraua {5): At the aforesaid ‘ Sacrifices with additional 
verses the additiorud Sdma-mtisic comes in in 
the middle. 

StJTRA (13). 

[POrvapak^a]—“ In the two later Pavamana hymns, the Sama- 

MUSIC SHOULD COMB IN AT THE END.” 

Bhdfya. 

Here also the sacrifices to be considered are those same where additional 
verses are brought in. At these, in the two later Pavamana hymns, the 
additional number is made up by means of additional Sama-music—as is 
going to be explained later on (under Adhyaya X). 

In regard to these additional Sdma-muaiCy there arises the question— 
Are these to come in at the end ? Or along with the three metres, Gdyatrl^ 
Brhatlt and Anuetup (i.e. in the body of the Mantras composing the Hymn) ? 

The Purvapdk§a view is that “ in the two later Bahispavamdnas, the 
Sdma-music is to be introduced at the end. The argument in support of 
this has been already set forth above, under Su. 5. 2. 19.—Hence the 
Sama-music in question should come in at the end 

SUTRA (14). 

[SiddhInta]—In reality, they should oome [in the body of the 
Mantras themselves] along with the Metres, Gayatri, 
BrhatI, and Anuetup ;—^beoausb of the direct 
declaration. 

Bhdsya, 

The Sdma-music in question should come in along with the metres — 
Odyatn, Brhatl, and Anuspup. —Why so ?— Because of the direct declaration, 
which says—‘ Verily there are three wombs of the Sacrifice— -Gdyatri, BrhatI, 
and Anuspup ; it is only in connection with these that they add or subtract 
the Sdma-music —^Here we find it distinctly laid down that the addition 
of the Sdma-music is to be made in connection with these metres. Hence 
the Sdma-music cannot come in at the end—[Because the verses-triad in 
the Odyatri metre is the first one of the Midday-Pavarndnay beginning with 
the Mantra ‘ Uchchdti jdtamandhasah etc*,, and also the first one of the 
Arbhava-Pavamdna, beginning with the Mantra ‘ Svdd/i§phayd madipphayd, 
etc, ’ ; while the Mantras coming at the end are in the Trip tup and Jagati 
metres, neither of which is mentioned in the text quoted as admitting the 
Sdma-music'], 



Adhikaraija (6): The ‘ Holding ’ is auxiliary to the 
Sacrifice^ and the ‘ Bricks ’ are auxiliary to the 

Fire. 

SUTRA (15) 

[P(Trvapak9a]—“ The ‘ Holding ’ and the ‘ Bricks ’ spoken of in 

THE ‘ AuPANITVIkYA ’ SECTION SHOULD BE AUXILIARY TO 
‘ Juice-Extraction ’ and ‘ Hearth ’ respectively.” 

Bhdsya. 

In the Aupdnuvdkya-Section [i.e., in an isolated Section not dealing with 
any particular sacrifice—says the SvbodhinV\, certain (a) ‘ Holdings ’ and 
(b) ‘Bricks’ have been laid down:— (a) 'Em vai haviad haviryajate yo 
^ddbhyam grhitvd aomdya yajate ’ [‘ One who sacrifices to Soma after holding 
the Adabhya offers a sacrifice with the very essence of offering-materials’] 
(Taitti. Sarh. 3. 3. 4. 3) [Here the ‘ Holding ’ of the Addhhya (a polished 
vessel made of Udambara wood) is laid down];—‘ Pard vd etaaydyuh prana 
eti yo'nishurl grhndti ’ [‘ If one holds the Arhshu, his life reaches the fullest 
span’]. [Here the 'Holding' of the u4m^/iw-ve8sel is laid down];— 
(6) ‘ latakdbhiahchitrinlrupadadhdtif vajrinirupadadhdti ’ [‘ He puts in bricks 
bearing the mark of figures ; he puts in bricks bearing the mark of the 
thmiderbolt’] (Taitti. Sam. 5. 7. 3. 1). [Here the putting in of 'Bricks' is 
laid down ];—' Bhuteatakd upadadhdti' [‘He puts in well-burnt bricks’] 
(Taitti. Sam. 5. 6. 3. 1). [Here also the putting in of ‘ Bricks ' has been laid 
down]. 

In regard to this there arise the following questions— (a) Is the ‘ Holding ’ 
spoken of in the Awpdnavdkya-Section auxiliary to the ‘ Juice-Extraction ’— 
or to the ‘ Sacrifice ’ ? (6) Are the ‘ Bricks ’ auxiliary to the ‘ Hearth ’— 
or to the ‘ Fire * ? 

The Purvapaksa view is as follows :—“ The ‘ Holding ’ is auxiliary to 
the Juico-Extraction and the ‘ Bricks ’ to the Hearth ;—why ?—^because it 
is the ‘ Juice-Extraction ’ that commences with the ‘ Holdings and it is 
the ‘ Heartlis ’ that commence with the ‘ Bricks ’; and as a rule, when one 
thing commences with another, the latter is ‘ auxiliary ’ to the former ”. 

SUTRA (16). 

[Siddhanta]—^The ‘ Holding ’ and the ‘ Bricks ' should be regarded 
AS auxiliary to the ‘ Sacrifice ’ and the ‘ Fire ’ respectively ; 

BECAUSE THESE ARE WHAT HAVE BEEl^ ENJOINED ; WHILE 
THERE IS NO INJUNCTION OF WHAT HAS BEEN 
MENTIONED BEFORE (IN SO. 15). 

Bhd§ya. 

The ‘ Holding ’ should be regarded as auxiliary to the Sacrifice, and the 
‘ Bricks * to the Fire ;—^why ^—-because these are what have been enjoined ; 
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that is, it is the Fire that is enjoined as to be set up, in the text ‘ If one who 
knowing this sets up the Fire ’ [Taitti. Sam. 5. 5. 2. 1]; here it is not the 
Hearth that is spoken of as to be set up; what is laid down is the setting up 
of the Fire by means of Bricks ; that this is so is indicated by the accusative 
ending in the word ‘ Agnim —Similarly the text ‘ If one holding the 
Addbhya sacrifices to Soma * lays down the connection of the Addbhya with 
the Sacrifice ; so also it is the connection of the Arhshu with the Sacrifice 
that is laid down [in the text ‘ If one holds the Arhshu^ his life reaches the 
fullest span’]; such being the case, this text will have served its purpose 
when it has expressed the said connection (of the Holding) with the Sacrifice^ 
and has brought about the declared connection.—Similarly the other text 
will have served its purpose by having once established the connection (of 
the Bricks) with the Fire. 

Then again, there is no injunction —of the Hearth and the Juice- 
extraction ; these two are nowhere laid down as to be brought about (for 
their own sake); in fact, they have been laid down only as subserv'ing the 
purpose of other things. 

“ What is the use of this discussion ? ” 

If the ‘ Holding ’ were auxiliary to the Juice-extraction, then it would 
have to be done at each such extraction ; similarly if the ‘ Bricks ’ were 
auxiliary to the Hearth, they would have to be put in at every Heartli;— 
whereas, if the ‘ Holding ’ is auxiliary to the Sacrijice, it need be done only 
once (in course of the entire Sacrifice) ; and if the ‘ Bricks ’ are auxiliary to 
the Fire, they need be put in only once. 



Adhikaba^ta (7): The ‘ Chitrinl ’ (‘ Figure-marked ’) arvA 

other Bricks are to he put in at the Central Hearth. 

* 

SCTRA (17). 

(POBVAPAKgA continued ^—“ They should be put in at the last 
(Hearth) ; because it is only thus that there would 

BE NON-INTERFERENCE.’’ 

Bhdsya. 

Under the Aupdnuvdkya section we read—‘ Chitr^irupadadhdti^ vajrinl* 
rvpadadhdti ’ [‘ He puts in the figured-marked bricks ; he puts in the thunder¬ 
bolt-marked bricks’] (Taitti. Sam, 5. 7. 3, 1).—[There are Jive Hearths], 

In regard to this, there arises the question—Are these Bricks to be put 
in at the Jlflh (last) Hearth ? Or at the Central one ? 

The Purvapak^ view is that “ they should be put in at the Jifth Hearth ; 
as it is only thus that these Bricks do not interfere with—i.e. come between 
—^the other bricks whose order is definitely fixed ”, 

SUTRA (18). 

[Pt?RVAPAE:§A condvded ]—“ Also because we see texts indicative 
OF THE SAME CONCLUSION.” 

Bhdsya. 

The text meant is—‘ Avapanam vd nUaind chitihy anyd iptakd upadadhdti ’ 
[‘ The last Hearth is the refuge of the shelterless, hence all other bricks 
are put into this ’]. 

SUTRA (19). 

[Siddhanta]—In reality, they should be put in at the Central 
Hearth, because of the direct declaration,—these 

BRICKS BEING CALLED ‘ BrAHMANAVATI ’. 

Bhdsya. 

It is not right that the Bricks in question should be put in at the last 
Health.—Then at which Hearth ?— At the Central Hearth ; —why so ?— 
because these bricks are called ‘ Brdhmanavatl \ and for Brdh'tnaTyavatl bricks, 
the Central Hearth has been ordained, in the following text—‘ Any brick 
which one may recognize as Brdhmaryivatly he should put in at the Central 
Hearth 

“ All bricks may be Brdhmaiyzvati,^* 

That cannot be; as from indicative texts, and also from the distinctive 
name (which would be meaningless if all were ‘ hrdhmav^vatl *), it is clear that 
only a few are so called.—And from this it follows that these Bricks should 
not be put in at the last Hearth. 



Adhikarana (8): The ‘ Figure-marked ’ and other Bricks 
should be put in before the ‘ Lokamprnd ’ Brick. 

SUTRA (20). 

[The said Bricks should be put in] before the ‘ Lokampbna ’ Brick ; 

BECAUSE THIS LATTER IS MEANT TO SERVE THE PURPOSE OF 
MAKING UP DEFICIENCIES. 

Bhdsya. 

Under the Aupdnuvdkya section, certain Bricks have been spoken of— 

(a) ‘ He puts in the thunder-bolt-marked bricks, he puts in the figure- 
marked bricks ’ (Taitti. Sam. 5. 7. 3. 1) ;—‘ He puts in the well-burnt bricks ^ 
(Taitti. Sam. 5. 6. 3. 1) ;—we have learnt from the preceding Adhikaraiya 
that these bricks should be put in at the Central Hearth. 

Now there arises the question—Are these to be put in before the 
‘ Lokamprnd ’ Brick ? or after it ?—[The brick that is put in with the 
mantra ‘ Lokamprna chhidram prna ’ (Taitti. Sam. 4. 2. 4. 4) is called the 
‘ Lokamprvm Brick ’]. 

The Purvapak^ view is that “ they should be put in After it, according 
to the principle laid down under Sii. 5. 2. 19 

In answer to this we have the following Siddhdnta: — They should he 
put in before the Lokamprnd Bricky because this latter is meant to serve the 
purpose of making up deficiencies (hlling up gaps);—that it is meant to serve 
this puiqiose is clearly declared in the text—‘ Whatever may be wanting, 
whatever gaps there may be, all that they make up by this brick, saying— 
Lokaprna chhidram pma. [fill up the region, fill up th^ gaps] ’. What is 
said in this text is something new (not already known), hence we conclude 
that this passage, though apparently commendatory, should be taken as 
mandatory.—From all this it follows that the bricks in question should be 
put in before the ‘ Lokamprim ’ bricks. 



Adhikabaija (9): The ‘ Agnihotra ’ and other Rites should 
be performed in Fire consecrated by the performance 
of the Isti. 

SUTRA (21). 

Rites shoulij be perfokmed in the consecrated Fire, as consecra- 

TIONS ARE MEANT FOR THAT PURPOSE. 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with tiie Fire-laying Rite, the Bavanuxna. sacrifices 
have been laid down ;—-there are certain compulsory Rites to be performed, 
such as the Agnihotra ; and others that are not compulsory, such as the 
offerings to Indra-Agni. 

In regard to these, there arises the question—Should these Rites be 
performed after the jjerformance of the Pavamdna sacrifices ? Or should 
they be jjerformed in the Fires just after they have been duly installed 
[and the Pavamdna sacrifices have not yet been performed] ? 

The Pflrvapaksa on tliis question is as follows :—“ They should be 
performed in the Fires just after they have been installed.—Why ?—Because 
the man becomes fit to perform the Rites as soon as the Fires have been 
installed ; as is clear from such texts as— (a) " The man who has installed 
the Fires should not put in wet fuel % (6) ‘ When Fire has been produced, 
they follow it with the Agnihotra \ where it is shown that the Agnihotra should 
be performed as soon as the Fires have been installed.—-From all this it 
follows that it is not necessary to wait for the performance of the Pavamdna 
sacrifices.” 

In answer to the above, we have the following Siddhdnta :—Rites should 
be performed in such Fires as liave been consecrated by means of the 
Pavamdna sacrifices,—Why?—Because Consecrationtt are meant for that 
purpose ; as a matter of fac*,t, such names as the ' Ahavanlya ’ and the rest 
(which are applied to the Fires in which sacrifices are made) connote con 
secration ; so that until there has been some consecration^ no fire could be 
recognised as ‘ ahavanlya ’. — From tliis it follows that Rites are to be per¬ 
formed in consecrated Fires. 

8UTRA (22). 

What has been put forward is an ‘ observance ’ following upon 
THE Installation of Fires, and this latter has been already 

accomplished. 

Bhdsya, 

As for the text that has been quoted—‘ The man who has installed the 
Fires should not put in wet fuel —it is only right that such acts should 
be done as soon as the Fires have been installed ; because it is an observance 
laid down for tlhe man who has installed the Fires ; and as soon as the Fires 
] 5 
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acts (prohibited) are possible as subserving the purposes of the sacrifice, 
whereby alone could their prohibition subserve any purposes of the sacrifice. 

“ Even though the observances are acts subserving the purposes of 
the Agent,—^they come in as to be kept by the man who has set up the 
Fire, immediately after this setting up.^" 

Not so, wo reply. 

SUTRA (28). 

Because it is the ‘ Fire ’ that is indicated as the ‘ Objective 


Bhdsya, 

The ‘ installation ’ is for the purpose of the Fire ; because when a thing 
helps the fire in the carrying on of its functions, it is regarded as being for 
the purpose of the Fire.—“ What is the purpose of the Fire ? ”—Its purpose 
is the accomplishment of the Sacrifice ; hence it is only when the sacrifice 
has been accomplished that the ‘ installation ’ can be regarded as having 
rendered its help.—Consequently it is only after the Sacrifice has been 
accomplished that the man can be called ‘Agnichit’ (‘Fire-installer’) ; 
and hence it is only at the end of the sacrifice that the observances come in. 



Adhikarana (11) : The ‘ Initiation^ is complete only after 
the performance of the Diksanlyd Isti. 

SUTRA (29). 

[POrvapaksa]—“ It is only after he has been declared to be so 
(by the Adhvaryxj Priest), that he should be regarded 
AS ‘ initiated * BY ALL THE METHODS DESCRIBED ; BECAUSE 
ALL ARE SPOKEN OF AS CONNECTED WITH 
THE A(3T OF INITIATION.” 


Bhdsya. 

Fn coiineotiori with the Jyotiatoma we read —" Agndvaianavamekada- 
shahapdlam nirvapU elites is yatndnah ’ j * When one is going to be initiated 
he should offer the cake baked upon eleven pans to Aqnl-Visnu'^] (TaiUi. 
Sam. 5. 5. 1. 4) [whore the Dltcmniyd lati is laid down].—Tlten again, we 
meet with such texts as—‘ He initiates him with the stick ’ (Taitti. Sam. 
0. 1. 3. 5) ; —He initiates him with the girdlo-zono ’ ;—‘ He initiates him 
with the black-antelope-skin’ (Taitti. Sam. (>. 1. .3. 2), —and so forth. 

In regard to this there arises the (|uostion—Does the man become 
‘ initiated ’ by all the methods that are laid down ? Or, simply on the 
completion of the Diksanlyd Tsti ? 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows :—“ It is by all 
the methods tliat ho becomes initiated. —Why so ?— Because all are spoken 
of as connected with the act of fniHation; the connection with Initiation is 
present in all the methods described He initiates with the stick wliich 
means that ' ho brings about his initiation ’ ; if the man were to be an ‘ initiate ’ 
on the completion of the sacrifice only, then how could the priest bring about 
liis initiation ‘ with the stick ’ ? From this it is clear that the man does not 
become an ‘ initiate ’ by means of the sacrifice only. —Nor do we find the name 
‘ initiate ’ applied to him at the end of the saci’ifice ;—the name is applied 
to him only when ho is addressed as such. Hence it follows that he could 
not be regarded as an ‘ initiate ’ after the sacrifice only.—Then again, 
so long as combination (of all the methods of Initiation) is possible, it cannot 
be right to treat them as optional alternatives, because in the latter case 
every one of the methods would in one case have to be rejected, and this 
would go against the declaration of the ceremonial procedure (which takes 
in all the methods). —Thus the conclusion is that, though the sentences 
speaking of the various methods of Initiation are different, yet, they are 
all construed together, on the strength of the declaration of the ceremonial 
])rocedure ; so that the man should be regarded as an ‘ Initiate ’ only after 
he is declared to be so (by the Adhvaryu Priest, who makes the declaration 
^ this Brahrnana has become duly initiated ’).” 
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StJTRA (30). 

[Siddhanta]—In beauty, he should be regarded as an ‘ Initiate ^ 

AT THE END OF THE SaCBIFIOB ; AS THE SACRIFICE IS FOR THE 
PURPOSE OF Initiation. As for the other texts, 

THEY simply CONNECT THE INITIATION WITH PARTI¬ 
CULAR OBJECTS (not with ANY ACTS). 

Bhd§ya, 

In reality, the man should be regarded as an ‘ initiate ’ at the end of 
the sacrifice ; because it is for the purpose of bringing about the Initiation 
that the sacrifice is performed; i.e. the sacrifice {Dlksanlyd) is performed for 
one who is going to he initiated, and who is not already initiated ; and it 
could be taken as performed for one who is going to he initiated only if he 
actually became ‘ initiated ’ on the completion of the sacrifice. Hence 
from the sentence it follows that the man does become ‘ initiated ’ at the 
time of the completion of the sacrifice ; when the thing which has been 
declared to be the means of initiation has been accomplished, why should 
the man not be regarded as ‘ initiated ’ ? Specially when the sentence, 
independently by itself, points out that he does become ‘ initiated ’ on the 
performance of the sacrifice. 

It has been argued that—‘‘the other methods also are spoken of as 
connected with Initiation, in such sentences .as ‘ He initiates him with a 
stick ’ how could these be the means of initiation if the man wore already 
an ‘initiate* (at the completion of the saarifice only) ? ” —Our answer to 
this is that all that the sentence means is that ‘ by means of the stick such 
a thing is accomplished ’—[but no action is mentioned, through which the 
Initiation could be brought about by the stick ; the stick and other thinga 
could be the means of Initiation only if they accomplished some act or opera - 
tion ; because ‘ Initiation ’ is an ‘ embellishment and an embellishment can 
be brought only by means of an action or operation, not merely by an 
ohject, which is not of the nature of an act, — Tuptlka\ 

Secondly, it has been argued that—‘‘ the name ‘ Initiate ’ is not applied 
to the man immediately after the completion of the Dikmmyd sacrifice ”.— 
Our answer to this Is that the mere fact of a word not being used cannot 
be regarded as proof of the non-existence of the thing expressed by that 
word; in fact, even when a thing exists, the word expressing it is not used, 
if there is no occasion for using it. 

The other sentence however—‘ when going to be initiated, one should 
offer the cake baked on eleven pans to Agni-VisTya ’—clearly shows that the 
man does become an ‘ initiate ’ on the completion of the said offering (sacrifice). 

Lastly, as regards the argument that ** the name ‘ Initiate ’ is applied to 
the man only at the time that it is notified ”,—^this notification would not be 
incompatible with the view that the man becomes an ‘ initiate ’ on the 
completion of the sacrifice. 

Nor does this view militate against the declaration of the ceremonial 
procedure; because while one (the Diksamyd sacrifice) accomplishes the 
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Taitiation, the others (stick and the rest) bring about ^the Initiated Man 
[so that there is no incompatibility.] 

SUTRA (31). 

The name (‘ DIkj^anIya ’) also points to the same conclusion. 

Bhdsya. 

For the following reason also we conclude that the sacrifice is performed 
for the purpose of the Initiation, and that the name ‘ Initiate ’ applies to the 
man on the completion of the sacrifice.—“ What reason ? ”—It is that 
tlie name also points to the same conclusion ; that is, the conclusion that has been 
deduced from reasonings is the same that is indicated by the name of the 
sacrifice.—How so ? ”—^The name ‘ Dik^aniyd ’ (‘ Initiatory ’) means tliat 
it brings about the diksa^ Initiation ; just as the name ‘ hhojanlya ’ means 
that which brings about eating ; and ‘ sndnlya ’ is that which brings about 
bathing, —From this also we conclude that the Dlksanlya sacrifice is per¬ 
formed for the purpose of the Initiation ; and that the term ‘ Initiate * 
becomes applicable to the man on the completion of that sacrifice (Dlksanlya), 



Adhikarana ( 12 ): There is no restriction in the order of 
the perforrnance of the ‘ Prospective Sacrifices \ 

SUTRA (32). 

[PCrvapak'^a]—There must be an order of sequence in the 

PERFORMANCE OF SACRIFICES ; JUST AS THERE IS IN THAT OF 
THE SUBSIDIARY SACRIFICES.” 

Bhdsya. 

The ‘ Prospective Sacrifices ’ [i.e. those that are laid down as to be per¬ 
formed for the purpose of bringing about particular desirable results] form the 
topic of this ;—^such, for instance, as(l) ‘One should offer the 

cake baked on eleven pans to Indra-Agni/* (Taitti. Sam. 2. 2. 1. 1); and 
others such as (2) the ‘ Cow-sacrifices *, (3) the ‘Soma-sacrifices’, (4) the 
* -sacrificesand (5) the ‘Animal-sacrifices’. 

In regard to these, there arises the question—Are these ‘ prospective 
sacrifices ’ to be performed in the same order in which they are found in the 
verbal texts ? Or is there to be no restriction regarding their order of 
sequence ? 

On this quest ion, the Purvapakm view is as follows :—Among sacrifices 
there should be the same order of sequence in their performance as there is 
ill the texts speaking of them ; in this way the order of the verbal texts would 
be honoured ; otherwise the order of the verbal texts would be set at nought ; 
hence in order to avoid this, the sacrifices in question should be performed 
in a definite order of seipience ”, 

8UTRA (33). 

[Siddh4ntaJ—In reality, it is not so ; because there ts no 

CONNECTION (AMONO THE SACRIFICES IN QUESTION). 

Bhdsya. 

In reality, there can bo no restriction regarding the order of sequence 
(among ‘ prospective acts ’).—Why ?— Because there is no connection among 
the sacrifices in question, [n regard to each one of the ‘ prospective acts ’, 
there is a distinct declaration of ceremonial procedure ; and each of these 
declarations includes only those acts that are expressed by the words of 
that declaration. If one act does not help another, then it is not connected 
with it either in any order of sequence or without any order of sequence ; 
and when one act does help another, then alone the order of sequence is 
of use in its rendering of that help.—The sacrifices in question however 
are such that they do not help each other in any way. Hence an order of 
sequence would be of no use to them; and there is no connection among them. 
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SUTRA (34). 

AlS(3 because these acts are performed with a view to 

PARTICULAR RESULTS. 

Bhdaya. 

The acts in question are ‘ prospective %—i.e. they are performed with a 
view to obtaining particular results; and the desires for the various results do 
not appear in man in any order of sequence ; so that there being no order of 
sequence among the contingent causes, there can bo none in the effects of 
those causes. 

8UTRA (35). 

This cannot be right ; as in that case there would be no 

USEFUL PURPOSE SERVED (BY THE ORDER OF THE VERBAL 
texts)”—IF THIS BE URGED [THEN THE ANSWER 
WOULD BE AS IN THE FOLLOWING SOTRA]. 

Bhdsya. 

It has been argued in the Purvapakaa that—“it is only if there is an 
order of sequence in the performance of the ‘ Prospective ’ acts that tho 
order of the verbal texts (spoaldng of the acts) can serve a useful purpose ” ; 
—and this is reiterated in the present Sutra. 


SUTRA (36). 

The ORDER OF THE VERBAL TEXTS WOULD HAVE ITS USE IN THE LEARNING 
OF THE TEXTS ; JUST AS IN THE CASE OF ACTS COMING AFTER 
THE ‘ SaRVASVARA ’ SACRIFICE. 

Bhdsya. 

Tho order of tlie verbal texts would still have its use,—oven when there 
is no order in the performance of the sacrifices spoken of in those texts,— 
as it would bo of use in the learning of the texts ;—i.e. in the study of the 
texts for the purpose of learning our duty, if a definite order of sequence is 
adopted, there is an unseen (transcendental) result following in relation to 
that learning itself ;—just as, even according to you, there is in the case of 
acts coming after the Sarvasvdra sacrifice ; that is, even for one who holds the 
view that the order of sequence is part and parcel of the acts in question, 
if an order of sequence is adopted among tlie acts coming after the Sarvasi'dra 
sacrifice, it will have to be assumed that the adoption of that order brings 
about only an unseen (transcendenttd) result. 



ADHEKABAijrA (13): The performance of all sacrifices is to 
be preceded by the performance of the Agnistoma, 

sacrifice. 

SCTRA (37). 

In the sentence ‘ YA ETSINA the PRONOTTN ‘ ETENA ’ SHOTTLiD 
BE TAKEN AS STANDING FOR THE ‘ AGNI^TOMA ’ ; 

BECAUSE OF THE CONTEXT. 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Jyotiatoma we read—‘ Haa vdva prathamo yajnd- 
fidm yajjyotiatomahf ya Uendniatvd athdnyena yajeta gartapatyameva tajjdyate 
pra vd mlycUe'* [‘Verily the Jyotiatoma is the first of sacrifices; he who, 
^\’itho^^t performing this sacrifice, performs any other sacrifice, it turns out 
to be as if fallen into a pit, and he perishes 

In regard to this there arises the question—To what does the sentence 
beginning with the words ‘ ya etena ’ refer ?—The discussion starts with this 
question.—-And the answer to this is that the sentence ‘ ya etena etc. ’ refers 
to the Agnisfoma (the first part of the Jyotiatoma), —^How so ?— Because 
of the Context ; that is the sentence in question occurs in the context of 
the Agniatoma ; and as a rule, pronouns stand for things dealt with in the 
Context. 

8UTRA (38). 

Also because of the indicative text. 

Bhdsya. 

There is also a text indicative of the same conclusion; this is how the 
text reads—‘ Yaaya navatlshatam stotnydh ’ [‘ At which there are a himdred 
and ninety 8^ofrti/a-hynins’] (Aitareya-Bra. 3. 41). It is the Agniatoma at 
which there are a hundred and ninety hymns.—“ How ? ”—There is the 
threefold Bahmpavamdna (9), the fifteen Ajyaa, each of these is four so 
these make 9-f 60 = 69;—^then there are 15 midday Pavamdnaa ; thus the 
number becomes S4 ;—then there are the 17 Prathaa^ each of these being 
4, their number becomes 68 ;—these, with the former 84, make up 152 ; 

^then there are the seventeen Arbhava Pavamdnaa ; this makes the number 
169; lastly, there are the 21 Ydjriyajhiya hymns ; thus making up the 
total of 190 hymns at the Agniatoma. For this reason also the sacrifice 
referred to in the sentence in question must be the Agniatoma. 



Adhikarana (14): The modifications (Ectyjjes) of the 
^ Jyotistoma^ must he preceded hy the ^ Agnistoma\ 

StJTRA (39). 


[PCrvapak^a]—“ In the same sentence, the phrase ‘athanyEna" 

SHOULD BE TAKEN AS REFERRING TO THE OTHER ‘ FORMS ’ (OF 
THE JYOTI^TOMA ITSELF) ; BECAUSE THESE ARE THE 
NEAREST (nouns) 


Bhcupja. 


[Ill the same sentence that we Iiave dealt with in the preccMiing 
Adhikarana^ there is the plirase " athdnyena\ In regard to this, there 
arises the question—For what does the word ' anyena' (‘another* sacrifice) 
stand? Does it refer to the ‘Forms’ of the Jyotistoma itself [i.e. 
to the six terminuses that follow the AgnistoTuay which is the first form 
or Terminus, and which is also, on that account, called ^ Jyotistoma^]! Or 
does it refer to the Ectypes (modifications) of the Jyotistoma—viz. ; the 
Ekdka and the rest ? 

[The princijial Soma-aacritice, the Archetype of all Soma-offerings, is called 
‘ Jyotistoma ’; this name is also sometimes loosely applied to the first of the seven 
‘ Samsthds ’ or ‘ Forms ’ i.e. ‘ Terminuses ’ of the JyotiHofna sacrifices ; to which first 
Terminus, the name ‘ AgniHotna ’ is given. In literature, the two terms are more or 
less convertible. In fact, it is on this confusion that the present Adhikaratut is based. 
It is declared that * if one performs any other sacrifice without having performed 
the Jyotistoma^ he falls into trouble’. And the question that is raised is—what is 
the meaning of ‘ any other sacrifice ’ ? Does it mean any one of the six Terminuses 
that follow the Agnistoma (the first Terminus) ? [This doubt would be possible 
only if the name of the first Terminus were * Jyotistoma ’ as well as ‘ Agnistoma *J. 
Or does it mean any one of the various ectypes of the Principal Soma-sacrifice, 
Jyotistoma "t —The seven ‘Terminuses’ of the Soma-sacrifice {Jyotistoma) are— 
(1) Agnistoma {aim caXlcd Jyotistoma), {2) Atyagnistomay {^) UkthyOy {^) Sodashin, 
(5) Vdjap^yay (6) Atiratra, and (7) AptorifamdA 

On this question, the Purvapakaa view is as follows—“ It refers to the 
Terminuses, —Why ?— Because these are the nearest ; that is, in tlie particular 
Context, it is the Terminuses that are nearest to the pronoun in question ; 
hence it must be taken as referring to them, in view of the * Context 
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SUTRA (40). 

In reality, it should be taken as referring to those sacrifices 

OF WHICH THE JyOTISTOMA IS THE ARCHETYPE ; BECAUSE 
' Apatti ’ (Bestowal of Independence) and ‘ Vihara ’ 
(Transference of Details) are not possible 
among equals. 

Bhdsya, 

The reference must be taken to be to those sacrifices—the Cow-sacrifice 
and the like—of which the JyotiMoma is the Archetype ; because ‘ apatti ’ 
(the Bestowal of Independence) and vihara^ (Transference of Details) are 
possible only between the Archetype and its Retypes, and not among those 
that are ‘ equal i.e. equally included under the name ‘ Jyotiatonia ’ [and 
it is the Terminuses that are so included]. As a matter of fact, the phrase 
* athdnyena ’ is not construed to mean ‘ by another sacrifice included under 
the name Jyotiatoma^ ; what the ^anya\ ‘other’, is meant to stand for 
is a sacrifice other thun the Archetype ; this ‘ other ’ is not qualified by 
Jyotistoma ; [i.e. it cannot be said that this ‘ other ’ must be something 
connected with the Jyotiatoma]; because the connotation of a word cannot 
be restricted to any part of itself by any other thing which has already 
served its purpose (of expressing its own meaning) ; and this for tlie simple 
reason that Direct Assertion (ij\ the direct Denotation of a word) cannot 
be set aside by Syntactical Oonnec^tion (exigencies of syntax).—If the ])hi'ase 
1)6 construed as a sacrifice ‘other than the Jyotistomn \ then the chance of 
its referring to the Terminicses becomes remoter still. 

“In what marmer is there apatti' (Bestowal of Independence) and 
‘ Vihara ’ (Transference of Details) ? ” 

We have the following texts—(A) ‘ Verily Aynistoma is FrajCipati ; 
he created the later Ekdha sacrifices ; on being created, they said to him— 
we cannot control ourselves; thereuj)on lie bestowed upon them independence ; 
then they obtained control over themselves ’ [Here Aynisto}nd is repre¬ 
sented as ‘ bestowing independence ’ upon the ‘ other ’ sacrifices ; —and 
this could not refer to the TerminuseSy which have no ‘ independent ’ 
existence apart from the Jyotisto'rna^ ~(Ti )—‘ Out of the Fire thus born, 
other Fires become transferred ’ ;—or again, ‘ out of tliis sacrifice (Jyotistoma) 
other sacrifices get the details transferred ; when the Trivrt reaches the other 
sacrifices, it illumines it; that which reaches the fifteenth, illumines that; that 
which reaches the seventeenth illumines that; that which reaches the twenty- 
first illumines that; thus it is that they say—there is only one sacrifice ;—>verily 
all these are Jyotistoyna itself ’; hero what are described are the Retypes (modifi¬ 
cations) of the Jyotistoma. —From this text it follows that the reference in the 
text under consideration is to these Ectypes. —“How does this follow?”— 
What this text shows is that, the details of the Archetype are ‘ transferred ’ 
to tho.se sacrifices which are referred to by the term ‘other’ anyena\ 
in the text under consideration) ;—and from that we conclude that the 
sacrifice referred to is one which is ‘ other ’ than that from which details 
are transferred to it. 
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SUTRA (41). 

[Objection]—‘‘ This text must be treated as merely commendatory, 

BECAUSE, IN reality THERE IS NO ' TRANSFERENCE 

Bhdsya . 

Objection —“ If this is so, then the reference cannot be to the Ectypea ; 
because in regard to them there can be neither ‘ bestowal of independence ' 
nor ‘ transference of details ’. Beoause from ‘ Context ’ and other sources 
of indication, it is clear that the details belong to the Jyotiatoma ; if then, 
the details were transferred to the Cow-sacrifice and the other eetypes (of 
Jyotlatoma)^ —this would militate against ‘ Context ’ and the other sources 
of indication.—Under the circumstances, the ‘ bestowal of independence ’ also 
would be something contrary to perception.—Thus then, neither ‘ bestowal 
of independence ’ nor ‘ transference of details ’ being possible, the texts 
speaking of these must be treated as purely commendatory.” 

81JTRA (42). 

[Answer]— In reality, there would be transference, on the 

STRENGTH OF THE GENERAL INJUNCTION ; THERE CAN BE NO 
COMMENDATION AT RANDOM. 

Bhdsya, 

The answer to the above objection is as follows :—Even though 
‘ bestowal of independence ’ and ‘ transference of details ’ are not actually 
enjoined, yet they come to be regarded as enjoined on the strength of the 
General Injunction (that ‘ the octype should be joerformed like the Archetype’); 
HO that all that is to bo dono at the Archet^’po comes to be understood, on 
the strength of the said General Injunction, as to be done at the Kctyjie also.— 
'^riius it follows that the term ‘ other ’ is taken as referring to that in wliich 
there is * bestowal of independence ’ and ‘ transference of details — There 
can be no cominendation at random —without some basis. If the text has 
to be taken as a commendation, it could be so taken only for the purpose 
of making the commendation applicable to what is referred to by the term 
‘ other ’ [which is absurd]. 



Adhikarana (15): The performance of all sacrifices —‘ one- 
hymned ’ as well as ^ many-hymned ’—is to he preceded 
hy the performance of the Agnistoma. 

SUTRA (43). 

tPCRVAPAK!?A]—“ What has been declared in the PBECEDINa 

Adhikarana applies to only those sacrifices at which 

ONLY ONE HYMN IS CHANTED ; BECAUSE THEY ARE 
DESCRIBED AS ‘ SACRIFICES 

Bhd^ya, 

We have the text—‘He who, without having offered this (Agnistoma), 
offers another sacrifice, etc. * : in regard to this it has been understood that 
the reference here is to the Ectypes of the Jyotistoma 

Now the question that arises is—^Is this reference to the sacrifice with 
one hymn ? Or to that with several hymns ? 

On this question we have the following Purvapaksa —“ The reference 
should be taken to be to the sacriGce with a single hymn ;—^why ?— hecanso 
they are described as sacrifices ; that is to saj^, it is sacrifices with one hymn , 
that are described as ‘ Sacrifices’ in the following text—‘ If a Trivrt approaches 
a sacrifice, it illumines that; if it approaches the fifteenth, it illumines that ; 
if it approaches the seventeenth, it illumines that ; if it approaches the twent;^'- 
first, it illumines that’; all these, Trivrt and the rest, are sacrifices with a 
single hymn ; hence the reference should be taken as to these.” 

StJTRA (44). 

fSlDDHANTA]—I t SHOULD APPLY TO ALL, AS THERE IS NO DIFFERENCE 

IN THE Injunction ; the description quoted is merely a 

COMMENDATION OF THE HyMNS. 

Bhd^ya. 

In reality, the reference should be taken as applying to all—i.e., to 
sacrifices with one hymn, as also to those with several hymns.—-Why so ?— 
Because they are equally spoken of by means of the word ‘ anya ‘ other 
” But it is sacrifices with a single hymn that have been described as sacrifices 
—^True, they have been so described; but they have been so described for 
the purpose of being eulogised, and not for being in any way distinguished 
(for any purpose).—‘‘ What is the meaning of the eulogy ? ”—^The sentence 
is—‘ If the Tfimt approaches a sacrifice, it illumines it which means 
that when the details that have been practised at the Archetype, come 
into the Ectype by virtue of the General Injunction, they are easily 
<lea1t with. 


End of Pflda Hi of Adhydya V. 



ADHYAYA V. 

PADA IV. 

Adhikarana (1) : The Order of Sequence indicated by ‘ Direct 
Declaration ’ and by ‘ Utility ’ is more authoritative 
than that indicated by the Order of the 
Verbal Texts. 

SUTRA (1). 

There is rejection of the Order (of Verbal Texts) by (a) ‘ Direct 
Declaration ’ and (b) ‘ Utility ’; (a) because of the 
peculiar character of Direct Declaration, 

AND (b) because EVERY ACT IS MEANT TO 
SERVE A USEFUL PURPOSE. 

Bhdsya. 

Here we are going to discuss the question of the setting aside of the 
‘ Order of Verbal Texts ’ by the order indicated by ‘ Direct Assertion ’ and the 
order indicated by ‘Utility’. The question is—Is the ‘Order of Verbal 
Texts ’ equal to these two ? Or is it set aside by them ? 

On this question, the Purixipakaa view is that—“ Both are of equal 
authority; ‘ Verbal Texts ’ are as good indicators of Order as ‘ Direct 
Declaration ’ and ‘ Utility ’ ; nor is there any difference in the authoritative 
character of these three: hence the conclusion is that tliere is no hard and 
fast rule as to which is the most authoritative 

Against this we have the following Siddhdnta :—The ‘ Order of Verbal 
Texts’ is rejected by ‘Direct Declaration’ as w^ell as by ‘Utility’.—‘‘How 
so ? ”— ‘Because of the peculiar character of Direct Declaration and because 
every act is meant to serve a useful purpose, 

“ Wliat is the peculiar character of Direct Declaration ? ” 

It is this, that the Order indicated by Direct Declaration is directly 
perceptible, while the Order ba-sed upon Verbal Texts is purely inferential. 
What ' the Order of Verbal Texts’ does is to remind us that ‘ the action 
should be done in such and such a manner ’; and the method so recalled 
to the mind is adopted in practice on the sole strength of the reason that 
the reminding must be for the purpose of indicating the mode of activity — 
in the case of Direct Declaration, on the other hand, the aetion itself is 
directly perceived as being so and so. 

Similarly ‘ the Order of Verbal Texts ’ is set aside by ‘ Utility ’ also. 

“ Why ” ? 

Because every act is meant to sert'e a useful purpose ; that is to say, 
every act is for some purpose, i.e. for the purpose of the Principal Action; 
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i.e. every act tends to the fulfilment of the Principal Action, and is done for 
that purpose. 

It is for these reasons that the Order of Verbal Texts is set aside by 
‘ Direct Declaration ’ and by ‘ Utility 

What is the example and what the purpose served by this discussion ? 

Example — {a) As example of Direct Declaration, we have the text ‘ The 
Cup dedicated to the Ashvins is the tenth to be held, and they offer it as the 
third ’;—here, if the Order of the Verbal Texts were more authoritative, then 
it would be the third to be held and offered ; while by the Siddhanta (that 
Direct Declaration is more authoritative) it would be the tenth. —As example 
of ‘ Utility ’—the Agnihotra-offering is laid down first, and then the boiling 
(cooking); this would be the order of sequence adopted if the indication of 
Verbal Texts were more authoritative; whereas according to the Siddhanta 
(whereby the order indicated by ‘Utility’ is more authoritative), the Boiling 
{Cooking) would be done first, and then the offering. 



ADHiKARAivrA (2): According to the ‘ Order of the Principal ^ 
the ‘ Carving ’ {Slicing) and other details should be performed 
first of all over the ‘ Agneya ’ offering. 

SUTRA (2). 

[PCbvapak§a]—“ Among the details—‘ Carving ‘ besprinkling ’ 

AND ‘ PLACING IN POSITION ’—^THE ORDER OF SEQUENCE 
SHOULD BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH ' COMMENCEMENT 

Bhdsya. 

There are the Daraha-Purnmruiaa sacrifices ; in connection with which 
there are several offering-materials used,—such as Curds, Cake, and the like; 
and there are certain details to be performed with every one of these—[such 
details as ‘ carving ’ (slicing), ‘ besprinkling ’ and ‘ placing in position ’J ; in the 
Veda, the injunction of these details as connected with Curds comes first, 
and after that comes the injunction of those as connected with the Agneya 
(cake);—^but as regards the actual ‘ offering that of the Agneya (Cake) 
is done first, [and after that, that of the Curd8\ 

The question that arises is—Should the ‘ carving ’, ‘ besprinkling * and 
‘ placing in position ’ be done first of all to the Curds. —in accordance with 
the order of ‘ commencement ’ ? Or should they be done first to the 
Agneya (Cake),—according to the order of the ‘ Principal ’ ? 

On this question, the view that suggests itself first is that in the case 
in question, there should be no restriction in regard to the Order of Sequence.— 
Against this view, we have the second view [which is the Purvapaksa] 
that—“By the ‘Order of Commencement’, the ‘carving’ and the rest 
should be done first to the Curds : —[the process regarding Curds * com¬ 
mences ’ on the preceding day, with the milking of the cow ; which is 
not the case with the Cake^ —why ?—because if this w'ere done, then [between 
the performance of these details and the actual offering of the Curds] 
there would be no more intervening factors than those that are actually sanc¬ 
tioned. Then again, there is a text indicative of the same conclusion—‘The 
carving should be done first to the curds ’ [‘ Dadhnah purvamavaAeyam ’].” 

SCTRA (3). 

[HiddhantaJ—In reality, the performance of the details should 

BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE ACTUAL ‘ OFFERING ’ ; BECAUSE IT 

15 FOR THE PURPOSE OF ‘ OFFERING ’ THAT THE DETAILS 

ARE PERFORMED. 

Bhd^a, 

In fact, the details in question should be performed in accordance with 
the ‘ offering * ; i.e. that which is offered first should have the * carving ’ 

16 
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and other details done to it first; hence it follows that the details in question 
should be done to the Agneya (Cake) first.—“ Why so ? ”—Because the 
‘ carving * and the other details are all included under the Injunction of 
the ‘ offering ’ ; all these are only preparatory, or introductory, to the act of 
‘ offering * and are not independent acts by themselves ; as has been ex - 
plained already.—As a matter of fact, the ‘ besprinkling * as well as the 
‘ carving ’ of a substance is done only with a view to offering it ; ‘ Placing 
in position ’ also, which consists in bringing up the substance within reach, 
is only with a view to offering it.—In this way all these details serve a 
visible purpose.—From all this it follows that the performance of the details 
should be in the ‘ Order of the Principal' [which in this case is the act 
of offering]. 

It has been argued that “it is the process in connection with Curds 
that commences first ” ;—-true, that is so, but that earlier ‘commencement’ 
is due to the needs of the situation (the nature of things), not to the Verbal 
Texts. 

Then again, ‘ the Order of the Principal ’ is more authoritative than 
‘ the Order of Commencement ’. If * the Order of the Principal ’ is adopted, it 
is only one act, the first one, that becomes removed in point of time ; while, 
if ‘ the Order of Commencement * is adopted, all the acts become removed. 
It is for this reason that ‘ the Order of the Principal ’ is more authoritative. 

As for the indicative text that has been cited,—‘ Dadhnah purva^nava- 
deyam' [‘The carving .should bo done first to the Curds’],—our answer to 
that is that what is said in that text must be in reference to the Cooked 
Curds ; hence it does not affect our position. 

SUTRA (4). 

Also because we find texts indicative (of the Siddhanta). 

Bhdsya, 

In support of the Siddhanta, we also have the following indicative text— 
‘ Verily he besprinkles the DAmvd-vessel before him, because it is out of 
that vessel that he is going to offer the first Ajyabhdga offerings ’ [where 
the fact of a thing being offered first is made the ground for its being be¬ 
sprinkled first].—Prom this also it follows that the Order of the details is 
determined by the ‘ Order of the Principal ’. 



Adhikarana (3): There is no restriction regarding the Order 
of Sequence between the ‘ Isti ’ and the ‘ Soma- 
sacrifice \ 

StJTRA (5). 

[PCBVAPAKfJA]-“ The IgTI SHOULD BE PERFORMED FIRST ; BECAUSE 

OF THE Direct Assertion.” 

Bhdsya. 

[‘ Isti ’ is the common name applied to all those sacrifices in which the offerings 
consist of Milk, Butter, Rice, Barley or other grains ; and the ‘ Soma ’ is the common 
name given to all those in which the offerings consist of Soma-juice. The Darsha- 
Purnamdsa is the Archetype or Model of I His and the JyotiMomas is the Archetype 
of the Soma-sacrifices.] 

It has been ordained that the Isti should i^ecede the other sacrifices. 
There arises the question—Is it optional with the performer to perform 
the lati first or the Soma first ? Or must it always be the Isti to be per¬ 
formed first ? 

The PUrvapakaa view is as follows:—“In all cases, the lati should be 
performed first;—why ?— became of the Direct Assertion ; there is a direct 
assertion to that effect in the following text—‘ The Daraha-Purnamdaa 
sacrifices are the chariots of the deities ; if a man perforyns the Soma-sacrifice 
after performing the Darsha-Purnatndsa'Sacrific^, he reaches the liighest 
position of the Divinity as if carried on a chariot ’ (Taitti. Sam. 2. 5. 6. 1).— 
And when the Direct Assertion lays down this order, no burden can bo too 
heavy for it.—Hence the Soma-sacrifice must always bo preceded by the 


SUTRA (6). 

[Siddhanta]—For some people the Soma-sacrifice [should come 

BEFORE THE DaRSHA-PCRNAMASA] ; BECAUSE IN CONNECTION 
WITH THE Fire-laying it is asserted that the 
RESTRICTIONS RELATING TO THE SEASON AND THE 
ASTERISM NEED NOT BE OBSERVED. In CASE THE 
SOMA-SACRIFICE WERE TO COME AT THE END 
(OF, I.E. AFTER, THE DaRSHA-PORNAMASA), 

THEN THE SAID ASSERTION WOULD BE 
MEANINGLESS. 

Bhd§ya, 

We accept the view that the Soma is to be preceded by the lati ; but 
for some people the Soma sacrifice should c6\ne after the Darsha-Purr^^ndsa ,— 
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“ How so ? ”— Because in connexion miBi the Fire'lay ing it has been asserted 
that the restrictions relating to the season [that it should be done during the 
‘spring’] and the aster ism [that it should be done under the asterism of 
Rohini and so forth] need not he observed ; this assertion is contained in the 
following text—‘ If a man is going to perform the Soma-sacrifice^ he should 
install the Fire and not wait for the season or asterism ’ ; this means that 
if one wishes to install the Fire for performing the Soma-sacrifice, he should 
not wait for the prescribed season or aisterism, he should install the Fire 
forthwith. This text clearly indicates the immediate sequence of the Soma- 
saorifice to the Fire-installation. If it did not mean that the Soma-sacrifice 
should be performed immediately after the Fire-installation, then the assertion 
that ‘ the season and the asterism should not be awaited ’ would have no 
meaning at all.—That is, if immediate sequence were not meant, then the 
assertion would mean that the ‘ season and the asterism * should be ignored 
by that same man for whom the observance of those has been enjoined.— 
From all tliis it follows that there should be immediate sequence between the 
Soma-sacrifice and the Fire-installation.—Then again, the affix in the parti¬ 
ciple * Somena yak^yamdnah ‘ goiruf to perform the Soma-sacrifice ’, clearly 
shows that the sacrifice i.^to be performed on the same day as the Fire- 
installation. This could not be the intended meaning, if the view were held 
that the Soma-sacrijice must always be preceded by the Isti ; and in that 
case no significance could attach to the participial affix which denotes the 
act as to be done on the same day. So that the word (participial) would 
be wholly incompatible.—From this it follows that immediate sequence is 
really intended to be expressed. 


SUTRA (7). 

Further, the Fire-installatioi%is asserted to be for the purpose 
OF the Soma-sacrifice ; and it could not be regarded as 

BEING FOR that PURPOSE UNLESS THERE WERE SOMETHING 
PECULIAR (MEANT IN REGARD TO THE SoMA). 

Bhdsya, 

For the following reason also there should be immediate sequence between 
the Soma-sacrifice and the Fire-installation :—“ For what reason ? ”— Be¬ 
cause the Fire-installcUion is asserted to he for the purpose of the Soma-sacrificey 
in the text—‘ One who would perform the Soma-sacrifice should install 
the Fire ’;—this is an additional reason. As a matter of fact, every one who 
is going to perform any sacrifice—either the Soma-sacrifice or the Agnihotra 
an/i- the re^/—installs the Fire; so that it could not be said to be ‘ for the 
sake of the Soma-sacrifice (alone) unless there were some peculiarity in 
the case of the Soma-aacrifice ; and the only peculiarity possible is that the 
Soma-sacrifice follows irnmediateJ/y after the Fire-installatipn. 
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SUTRA (8). 

Then again, for one who is not going to perform the Soma-saorifice, 
A special time is prescribed in connection with th?: 
substances to be used at the Pavamana sacrifice ; 
therefore, if there be immediate sequence, there 

WOULD BE NO DIFFICULT^ AT ALL. 

Bhdsya. 

For one who is not goins; to perform the Soma sacrifice, a special time 
is prescribed in connection with the siibstances to be used at the Pavamana 
sacrifice^ —in the text, ‘ If one who is not going to perform the Soma-sacrifice 
were to install the Fire, he should prepare the sacrificial substances before a 
year ’ There is no one who can be said to bo ‘ one not going to perform 
the sacrifice', because the sacrifice (Soma) has been prescribed for all; hence 
it follows that the term ‘ not going to perform the Soma-sacrifice ’ must 
mean not going to perform it immediately (after the Fire-installation). 


SUTRA (9). 

For one who ls not going to perform the Soma-sacrifiob, the 
‘ I^TI * should come first ; on the other hand, IF THE 
Fire-installation is for the purpose of the Soma- 
sacrifice, THEN the Soma-sacrifice should 
comb first. 

Bhdsya, 

This Sutra explains the purpose of this Adhikarana. The question 
being—“ This Adhikararia appears to be a weak one, what is the use of 
carrying it on ? ”—the answer is given by the Sutra —(o) For one who is 
not going to perform the Sovm-sacrijice, —and who installs the Fire without 
reference to the Soma^sacrificej —the Isti should come first ;—(6) but if 
the Fire-installing is for the purpose of the Soma-sacrifice, then the Soma- 
sacrifice should come first;—i.e. if the Fire is installed for the purpose of 
the Soma-sacrifice, then the performance of the Soma-Tsacrifice should come 
first.—-[Thus there is an option in the matter and there can be no restriction 
regarding the order of sequence between the Isti and the Soma-sacrifice,^ 



Abhikarana (4) : For the Brdlimana also, there is no restric 
tion as to the order of sequence between Isti and Soma. 

StJTRA (10). 


[PORVAPAKgA]—“F or the Brahmana, the Soma-sacrifioe should 

BE THE FIRST TO BE PERFORMED ; ON ACCOUNT OF 
POSTPONEMENT. ’ ’ 

Bhdsya. 


There is the Installation of Fire; in connection with it we have under¬ 
stood that either the Isti or the Soma-sacriflce should be the first to be 
performed. 

Now there arises the following question—Is it for all the tliree higher 
castes, that either the Soma-sa<^rifice or Isti may be performed first ? Or 
is it that for the Brdhmaivx. the Soma-sarriftce should always be performed 
first ? Or in the case of the Brdhmarm. the Purnamdsa sacrifice alone 
(out of the Darsha-Purnamdsa Isti) is to be performed after the Soma-sacrifice, 
and for the rest, both the options are open to him ? Or what is laid down 
to be performed after the Soma-sacrificc. is a totally different sacrifice ? 
Or only one substance is put off till aftor the Soma, and for the rest of it, 
both the options are open to him ? 

The natural answer to this appears to be that the two options—of 
performing the Isti before the Soma, and the Soma before the Isti —are open 
to all the three castes.—“ Why ? ”—Because there is no distinction ; we 
do not find any ground for differentiation. 

Against this, we have the following Purmpaksa view :— 

“ For the Brdhmarm. the Soma-sacrifice should be the first to be per¬ 
formed always ;—why ?—because of postponement ; the following text 
speaks of the postponement (or putting off) of the Isti (Darsha-Purnainasa) 
(till after the Soma-sacrifice) —‘As regards deities, the Brahmana is Aqneya 
(related to Agni) ; having performed the Soma-sacrifice, he becomes 
Agnlsomlya (related to Agni-Soma); that offering which is made at 
the Purnamdsa should be offered afterwards ; thus he becomes related to 
two deities ’; [here it is said that the Purnamdsa, which stands for the Isti 
Darsha-Purnamdsa, is to be performed after the Soma-8acrifice\ —^What can 
a direct Vedic text not do ? fSo that when something has been declared 
in the Veda, it has to be accepted, however imreasonable it may seem.]— 
From all this it follows that for the Brahmana, the Soma-sacrifice should 
be performed first, always.” 
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SUTRA (11). 

[Siddhanta]— In reality it is only the ' PaCrnamasa ’ that is 

TO BE PUT OFF ; BECAUSE OF THE PRESENCE OF DIRECT 

Assertion. 

Bhdsya. 

It has been asserted that “ for the Brahmarm the Soma-sacrifice should 
come first always ” ; but in reality that is not so ; because for the Brdhmana 
also, both the options are equally open.—“ Why ? ”—Because there is no 
distinction ; as between the two options, there is no differentiation made, 
even for the Brdhmana. —“ B\it it has just been shown in a text quoted that 
there is postponement (of the Isti)^ in the case of the Brahmana.”—Not so, 
we reply. The ‘ postponement ’ spoken of in the text quoted is of the 
Paurnanmsa only (not of the entire Daraha-Purnamdsa Isti) ; as it is only 
the Paurnaundaa that is actually mentioned by means of the clause ‘that 
offering is to be made at the Purrmrndsa ’ ; and in cases of verbal authority, 
only that much has to be accepted as is actually expressed by the words ; 
and there is no approach of any such reasoning as—‘ between two equally 
placed things (Darsha and Purnamdsa), the postponement of one (Purna- 
mdsa) must mean the postponement of the other (Darshei) also 


8UTRA (12). 

[Objection]—“ But in fact, the whole sets of acts make up a 

SINGLE SACRIFICE [CALLED ‘ DARSHA-PffRNAMASA 
Bhdsya. 

Objection —“ It has just been said that it is the Purnamdsa alone that 
is put off.—But that is not so ; it is the ‘ postponement ’ of the entire sacrifice, 
‘ Darsha-Purryxmdsa ’ that is laid down in the text; as it is only when the 
entire sacrifice is performed (as put off), that its result can follow ; other¬ 
wise (if only the Purnamdsa section were put off) there would be no result 
at all. That this is so is due to the fact that the Purnamdsa is only a part 
(of the Darsha-Purnamdsa) ; and hence if this were put off. and the rest 
of the Darsha-Purnamdsa were performocl earlier (before the Soma-sacrifice)^ 
then no result would follow from this latter performance ; as it would be 
only a partial performance; so that, as it would be fruitless, the unpostponed 
part, even though laid down, would not be performed. On the other hand, 
if the entire set of the Darsha-Purnamdsa were put off and performed later, 
due results would follow from it.—The postponement of the entire set 
becomes implied, on the ground that only thas would the injunction of the set 
be fruitful.—^Thus there should be postponement of the entire Darsha- 
Pun^amdaa ; wtiich means that for the Brdhmana the Soma-sacrifice should 
be performed first, always.” 

[The objection is answered by the SiddhSntin under Su. 17, below.] 
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SUTRA (13). 

[Answer—from a third party]— “ The text quoted should be 

TAKEN AS INJUNCTIVE [OF A SACRIFICE DIFFERENT FROM THE 
ORDINARY ‘ DaRSHA-PCrNAM4SA ’] AS A ‘ SUBSIDIARY 
[OF THE JyOTI§TOMA].” 

Bhdsya. 

“ It cannot bo as asserted under the last Sutra, —If, in the absence 
of a direct assertion to that effect, the entire Darsha-Purnamdsa were put 
off, then this sacrifice, performed after the Soma-aacrifice, should be taken 
to be a totally different sacrifice of the name of ‘ Daraha-Purnamdaa ’ (other 
than the ordinary sacrifice of that name).—The advantage under this view 
would be that it would not be necessary to assume a result from a part of 
the Daraha-PurryiTndaa (the Purnamdaa section only, according to the 
Siddhdnta) ; as for the name, there may be the same name for two distinct 
sacrifices ; just as the names (a) ‘ akaa \ (b) ‘ pada ’ and (c) ‘ mdaa ’ are 
applied to various things [(a) ‘ akaa ’ stands for dice, aense-orgaria, axle 
and other things ;—(6) ‘ pdda ’ stands for feet and raya ;—(c) ‘ mdaa ’ stands 
for heana, a partictdar weight-measurey a fool\ —Or, the text may be taken 
as an injunction of a sacrifice, a totally different act, with the same details 
as the Purnamdaa, This would be of the nature of ‘ Direct Assertion * 
and as such would set aside all indications of ‘ Syntactical Connection — 
From all this it follows that the action spoken of in the text is a sacrifice 
totally different (from the ordinary Darsha-Purnamdsa).'*' 


SUTRA (14). 

[The SIDDH4NTA VIEW REGARDING THE TEXT QUOTED BY THE PCRVA- 

pak^in]—^From the ‘ Context ’ it should be ‘ Time ’ [that 

IS LAID down BY THE TbXT QUOTED]. 

Bhdsya. 

There is no authority for taking the text as laying down a distinct 
sacrifice ;—it is a perceptible fact that the text speaks of the sacrifice to 
which the Context belongs ; and that for which there is such authority is 
what should be accepted ; specially as it is not reasonable to attribute several 
meanings to a single term (as has been done to the term ‘ Darahxi-Purnamdaa ’). 
Then again, if the term were taken os denoting the details (of the Purnamdaa)y 
that would mean the attributing to the word an indirect indicative sense, 
while it is possible to take it in its directly expressed sense.—Further, 
nothing is known regarding the form of the new sacrifice (suggested) ; and 
as the form of the sacrifice has not been mentioned, it cannot be taken as a 
distinct sa>crifice.—^For these reasons, the text should be taken as mentioning 
the same sacrifice that has been dealt with in the ‘ Context \ for the purpose 
of laying down the time (i.e. the time after the Soma-aacrifi^e), As it is 
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only the entire sacrifice that can bring about the result, if there is a post¬ 
ponement, there should be postponement of the entire sacrifice.—The same 
is to be done in the case of the Brahmana-performer also. 

As for the argument that ‘ Direct Assertion ’ is more authoritative 
than ‘ Syntactical Connection *,—oiu* answer to this is as follows.—In a 
case where no result is spoken of, the indication of ‘ Syntactical Connection * 
also is admitted ;—^in the cetse in question there is no mention of any result.— 
If it be argued that the result could be assumed,—there can be no such 
assumption without a corroborative assertion ; so that a direct assertion of 
the result also would have to be assumed ; and the S5mtactical connection of 
that assumed text with the text in question would also have to be assumed. 
On the other hand, if the text in question is taken as laying down the Time, 
the syntactical connection would be with a perceptible (not an assumed) 
text.—-From all this it follows that the text quoted does not lay down 
a distinct sacrifice. 

Thus so far the whole Adhikarana (dealing with the precise order of 
sequence between the I§ti and the Soma-sacrifice) remains indefinite and 
incomplete. [The thread of this Adhikarana is going to be taken up again, 
under Sutras 17 and 18, below.] 


Adhikaraista (5): The text, ‘ One need not wait for the 
season or the asterism \ sets aside the time of the 
‘ Soma-sacrifice 

SUTRA (15). 

[PCrvapaksa]—The Soma would be performed in its own time, 

AS THERE IS NO PROHIBITION OF THAT.” 

Bhdsya, 

There is the text—‘ Yah sornena yak^amdnah agnlnadadhita nartum 
sa prcUlkseta na naksatram ’ One who, going to perform the Soma-sacrifice, 
is to install the Fires, should not wait for the season or the asterism ’]. 

In regard to tliis there arises the question—Does this text lay down the 
rejection of a particular time for the Fire-installation ? Or that for the 
performance of the Soma-sacrifice ? 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows :—“ This text 
lays down the rejection of the time for Fire-installation, as for the Soma- 
sacrifice, it would be performed in its own time ;—why ?— because there is 
prohibition of that. In fact, Fire-installation is an auxiliary act; hence if 
there is to be a rejection of the time, it should be of the time of the 
auxiliary rather than that of the Primary Sacrifice; as is going to be 
explained imder Su. 12. 2. 25, where it is going to be shown that ‘ where 
there is a conflict between a primary and an auxiliary, it is the latter that 
is to be rejected 
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StJTRA (16). 

[Siddhanta] —It is the dissociation of the Fire-installation 
[from the time of the Soma-sacrifiob, that is laid down 

BY THE TEXT IN QUESTION] ; BECAUSE [AS FOR THE 

Fire-installation itself] it can be performed 
AT ALL times. 

Bhdaya. 

The text in question should be taken as laying down the dissociation 
of the Fire-installation from the time of the Soma sacrifice. —Why so ?— Because, 
as for the Fire-installation itself, it can be performed at all times. That is. 
there is no restriction of time regarding Fire-installation ; it having been 
declared that ‘ one may install the Fire on the very day on which he feels 
inclined to do so’ (Shatapatha Bra. 2. 1. 3. 9).—^ITnder the circumstances, 
if the text were to prohibit any time in reference to the Fire-installation, 
it would be prohibiting something that is not relevant at all.—-From this it 
follows that the text should be taken as laying down the rejection of the 
time of the performance of the Soma-sacrifice. 


[^Adhikarana 5 practically ends here. The next two Sutras 
take up the thread of the discussion under Adhikarana 4#] 

SUTRA (17). 

[The Siddhantin’s answer to the ob.jeotion urged under SC. 12, 
ABOVE] —For the Brahmana the PCrnamasa alone would 
have to be postponed till after the Soma- 
sacrifice ; because of the Direct Assertion 
TO that effect. 

Bhdsya. 

This Sutra supplies the answer to the objection (urged under Su. 12) 
which has remained unanswered [from the point of view of the Siddhdntin ].— 
It is not right to hold that the entire set pf the Darsha-PUrruxmdsa sacrifices 
is meant (by the text) to be postpone^ (till after the Soma-sacrifice); in 
fact, it is only the Purnamdsa that is nieant to be postponed till after the 
Soma sacrifice. —How so ?— Because of the Direct Assertion to that effect,— 
this assertion being contained in the following text—‘ That offering which 
is made at the Paurnamdsl should be made afterwards ’ ; and no burden 
is too heavy for the Vedic text. Hence it is the Purnamdsa alone that is 
meant to be postponed.—As for the argument that “ there can be no result 
(from such a partial performance)”,—the result will of course follow from 
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the whole of the Da/ralm-Piirryimdaa [even when the Purnamdaa section 
of it is performed after the Soma-aacrijlce ];—this has to be accepted in 
view of the text quoted actually asserting it. Thus the objection that 
has been urged (under Su. 12) does not affect our position. 

StJTRA (18). 

[The final answer of the Siddhantin to the same objection] 
—In fact, it is only one (offbrino, out of the POrnamasa 
offerings, that is meant to be postponed) ; because 
such is the sense of the words used ; and also 

BECAUSE the ENTIRE PORNAMASA HAS BEEN 
enjoined AS TO BE PERFORMED BEFORE (THE 

Soma-sacrifice). 

Bhasya. 

In fact, only one offering should be postponed,—not the entire Purrmmdaa 
sacrifice.—“ Why so ? ”— Because such is the sense of the words used ; the 
words of the text are ‘ That offering which is made at the Paurnamdsa \ 
and this clearly expresses the postponement of only one offering ; and in the 
case of verbal authority, we have to admit just what is directly expressed 
by the words ; and what the words directly express is the postponement of 
just the one offering, nothing else.—^Then again, the entire Purnamnsa has 
been laid down as to he performed before the Som'i-saeriflce. Thus then, that 
which is laid down in the text as to bo postponed shall be done after the 
Soma-sacrifice, that which is not laid down as to be postponed shall be 
done before the Soma-sacrifice, —-From all this it follows that only one offering 
shall be postponed ; and tha for the Brahmana also both the options are 
available [i.e. he also may perform either the Isti or the Soma-sacrifice 
first]. 



Adhikarana (6): The offering of ' Clarified Butter ’ shall 
not be postponed till after the ' Soma 

SCtra (19). 


The Cake only (which is dedicated to Agni-Soma) is to be post¬ 
poned (till after the Soma-sacrifice) ; as there is no 

INDICATION (of THE OTHER) : SPECIALLY AS IT IS / AgNI ’ 

AS ASSOCIATED WITH ‘ SOMA ’ THAT IS SPOKEN OF 
AS THE ‘ Deity 

Bhdsya, 

[The question dealt with in this Adhikaraim is—which one is the offering 
—Cake or Clarified Butter—that is to be postponed, according to Sutra 
18 .] 

There is the following text—‘ Agneyo vai brdhmano divatayd, aa aomena 
iatvd agniaomiyo bhavati ; yadevddah paunuimdaam havih tat tarhi anu- 
nirvapUi tarhyubhayadlvatyo bhavati * f* As regards deities, the Brahmana 
verily is related to Agni ; after performing the Soma-aacrifice^ he becomes 
related to Agnl-Soma ; that offering which is made at the Pdrnamaaa should 
be made afterwards, then he becomes related to both deities —This means 
that—inasmuch as he becomes ‘ related to Agni-Soma * only at the time 
stated (i.e. after offering the Soma-aacrijice) —and not before it,—therefore 
the said offering is to be made ‘ afterwards ’; and here, after enjoining the 
offering to Agni-Soma, the fact of its being offered to two deities is cited as 
a reason for its offering; so that the offering to Agni-Soma would be the 
one that is justified by reason;—not any offering to a single deity; at the 
time stated, the man can make the offering to Agni-Soma ; before that time 
that (Agni-Soma) is not the deity for that man : thus it is by making the 
offering that the sacrificing person becomes related to the deity; and it 
becomes established that it is only the Cake, not any otlfuer substance, that 
is ‘ Agnisomlya ’ (related to Agni-Soma), 


8UTRA (20). 

“ The Clarified Butter also (may be put off) ”,—if this is urged— 
[THEN THE ANSWER IS AS GIVEN IN THE NEXT SCTRA]. 

Bhdsya. 

Objection —“ If you think that the Cake is to l^e postponed because it is 
related to Agni-Soma, then, inasmuch as the Clarified Butter also is related 
to Agni-Soma, that also should be postponed.” 
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StJTRA (21). 

[Answer]—^That cannot be, because it is belated to a number 
OF deities, like the offering to Indra-Aoni. 

Bhd^ya. 

The Clarified Butter is related to a number of deities —^being related to 
Agni-Soma, Prajapati and Vi^nu ; the Cake, on the other hand, is related 
to the single (joint) deity Agni-Soma ; what the text speaks of is not an 
offering related to several deities ; because an offering to several deities 
might be made even before the time stated ; because, even though at that 
(previous time) the Sacrificer has not become ‘ related to Agni-Soma ’ 
as his deity (because he has not yet made the offering that would make him 
so), yet he could certainly make an offering of the Clarified Butter,—by 
offering it to Prajapati or to Visri.u. For this reason, in the case of Clarified 
Butter, the fact of its being ‘ related to Agni-Soma ’ cannot be a reason 
for its coming after the Soma-sacrifice. —Just as the ‘ quartering ’ (which 
lias been laid down as to be done to* the Cake related to Agni) does not apply 
to the Cake related to Indra and Agni, because it is related to several deities, 
—that also because what is related to Indra and Agni cannot be spoken of 
as related to Agni; and this on the ground that the nominal affix (‘ dhak ’) 
cannot be added to a noun (' Agni ’) which stands in need of another noun 
(‘ Indra ’) [Hence the affix could not come in if Agni stood for Agni and /ndm]; 
—exactly in the same manner, in the case in question, the Clarified Butter 
cannot be spoken of as ‘ related to Agni-Soma \ even though it is related 
to Agni-Soma [because it is related also to deities other than Agni-Soma^,. 
B'^or this reewion it could be offered by the sacrificer even before (the Soma- 
sacrifice) ; consequently the fact of the sacrifice being ‘ related to Agni- 
Soma ’ cannot be a reason for its being postponed ; because, being related 
to several deities, its case is similar to that of the offering to Indra and 
Agni. 



Adhikarana (7) : The Ectypes are to be completed on the 
same day^ not to he continued for two days^ like 
the Archetype. 


SUTRA (22). 


Inasmuch as the Ectypb is to be performed at the time, the 

SUBSEQUENT EcTYPE SHOULD BE PERFORMED THEN AND THERE 
(at THE PRESCRIBED TIME), THE TWO POINTS OF TIME HAVING 
BEEN DIRECTLY PRESCRIBED. 


Bhdsya, 


AIJ Ectypal sacrifices form the subject-matter of this Adhikarana ^— 
such as ‘ Aindrdgnarriekddashakapdiam nlrvapet ’ [‘ One should offer the 
Cake baked on eleven [Dans to Indra and Agnl and the like. 

In regard to these, there arise:? the (question—^Aro these ectypes to be per¬ 
formed then and there at the prescribed time ? Or are they to be continued 
for two days (like their Archetype) ? [The Archetype of lafi sacrifices, the 
Darsha-Purnamdsaf extends over two days—it being distinctly laid down 
that ‘ on the previous day he should set up the Fire and on the following 
day make the offerings to the deities ’; and the question is—Are the 
ectypes also to extend over two days ? Or are they to be completed in 
a single day ?] 

The natural answer to this que.stion that presents itself is as follows— 
As a matter of fact, the Ectype takes in the details belonging to its Archetype, 
on the strength of the General Injiuiction (that ^ the Ectype is to be per¬ 
formed like its A chetype ’); and hence so far as the Ectype is concerned, 
all these details are assumed tlirough Inference. The Full-Moon Day is a 
time other than that at which the Ectype has begun to be performed [i.e. 
the Moonless Day];—^now this other time (the Full-Moon Day) might be 
taken up, either by the (continuation of the) Archetype itself, or by the 
Ectype; it could not be taken up by both; hence it would have to be 
abandoned in reference to one or the other of the two. Under the circum¬ 
stances, it is far more reasonable that it should be abandoned in reference 
to the Ectype, with which the connection of the said time is only assumed 
through Inference,—^and not in reference to the Archetype, with which its 
connection is directly laid down. From this it follows that the Ectypes 
shoiild be performed then and there, at the prescribed time. 
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SUTRA (23). 

[Objection]—‘‘ If they were performed during the two days, it 

WOULD BE MORE LOGICAL.'’ 

Bhdsya. 

l^Says the Opponent} —“ If tho Kctypes were performed during two days, 
it would be done more logically ; hence they should be performed during the 
two days ; by this the General Injunction would become honoured. Because 
in connection with the Archetype, We read—‘ On the previous day one should 
set up the Fire and on tho following day he should offer the sacrifice to 
the deity Hence the order of performance should bo like this—Having 
completed one Ectype extending over two days, one should begin the other 
on tho same day and finish it on the following day.” 

SUTRA (24). 

[Answer]—^They should be performed then and there, at the 

PRESCRIBED TIME, BECAUSE OF THE DIRECT ASSERTION 
TO THAT EFFECT. 

Bhdsya. 

It is not correct to say that the Ectypes should extend over two days ; 
because they should he perfortned then and there, at the prescribed time. — 
“Why so ? ”—Because there is the following text to that effect—‘ When one 
is going to perform the Istl, or the Animal-sacrifice, or the Soma-sacrifice, 
or the Ayrayana, he should perform it on either tho Full-Moon Day or the 
Moonless DayThis assertion is in reference to the Primary sacrifice 
along with its auxiliaries ; and from this it follows that the whole sacrifice 
along with its auxiliaries should be performed either on the Full-Moon Day 
or on the Moonless Day ; so that the Ectypes have to be performed then 
and there, at the prescribed time. 



Adhikarana (8): The Ectypes of the ‘ Sdnnayya offering \ 
and those of the ^ Agmsomiya offering \ are to he 
put off till after the Soma-sacrifice. 

SUTRA (25). 

The Ectypes of the ‘ Sannayya offering ’ and those of the 

‘ AgnI^omiya offering ’ should be put off till after the 
Soma-sacrifice,—like their Archetypes. 

Bhd§ya. 

The Ectypes of the ‘ Sdnnayya offering ’ and tliose of the ‘ Agnlaomiya 
offering ’ are the subject-matter of this Adhikarana. —The Ectype of the 
Sdnnayya is the Amikad (curdled pieces) offering [Taitti. Sam. 1. 8. 2. 1], 
and the Ectype of the Agnlaomiya has been laid down in the text—‘ The 
Brahmana desiring Brahmic glory should offer the Cake of Shydmdka corn 
baked upon eleven pans to Agni-Soma, during the spring ’—(Taitti. Sam. 
2. 5. 5. 1), and so forth. 

In regard to these, there arises the question—Are these Ectypes to 
be performed before as well as after the Soma-sacrifice ? or only after it ? 

The Purvapakaa view is that “ they may be performed before as well 
as after the Sorna-aacrifice ; as there is no groimd for distinction 

In answer to this, the Siddhdnta is as follows:—They should be per¬ 
formed after the Soma’Sacrifice. The Archetypes of these sacrifices are 
[performed after the Soma-sacrifice; therefore, on the basis of the General 
Injunction, these sacrifices also should be performed after the Soma-sacrifice. 
—^That the Sdnnayya should be offered after the Soma-aacrifice has been 
declared in the text—‘ One who has not performed the Soma-aacrifice 
should not offer the Sdnnayya Of the Agnlaomiya also the performance 
after the Soma-aacrifice has been laid down in the following text—‘ As 
regards deities, the Brahmana is related to Agni, he becomes that after 
having performed the Soma-aacrifice ; hence that which is offered at the 
Paur^amasi should be offered afterwards, and then he becomes related to 
both deities ’.—-Thus then, inasmuch as both these Archetypea are spoken 
of as to be performed after the Soma-aacrifice, their ectypes also should be 
performed after the Soma-aacrifice. 



Adhikarana (9) : The Ectypea of the Somct-sdcrifice should 
he performed after the Daraha-Purnarnma. 

SUTRA (26). 

Similarly, the Ectypbs of the Soma-sacrificb should be performed 

AFTER THE DARSHA-PtTRNAMASA. 

Bhdsya, 

The Cow-sacrifice and other Ekdha sacrifices are the Ectypea of the Soma^ 
sacrifice. 

In regard to these, there arises the question—Are these Ectypes to be 
performed before as well as after the Daraha-Purnarndaa ? or only after 
these ? 

The PurtHipak^ view is that “ there should be no restriction, as there 
is no ground for making any distinction **. 

Against this, we have the following Si(Mhdnta :---^imilarly the Ectypes 
of the Soma-sacrifice should he performed after the Darsha-Pumyimdsa, The 
Jyotistoma (which is the Archetype of the Soma-sacrifices) is performed 
after the Darsha-Purnamdsa, as is cleeurly laid down in the text—‘After 
having performed the Darshd-Pdrfymidsa sacrifice, one should offer the 
Soma-sacrifice * (Taitti. Sam. 2. 5. 6. 1). By virtue of the General Injunction, 
this property (of being performed after the Darsha-Purr^amdsa) becomes 
transferred to the Cow-sacrifice and other Ekdha sacrifices (which are Ectypes 
of the Jyotistoma) ; hence it follows that these also should be performed 
after the Dnrsha-Purnamdsa, 


End of Pdda iv of Adhydya V. 
End of Adhydya F. 
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ADHYAYA VI. 

PADA I. 

[Sacrificial acts and' their order have been dealt with; we now proceed to 
consider the nature of the Performer —^Who is the person qualified for the performance 
of sacridces ? As a rule, the person going to perform a sacrifice is one who wishes 
to obtain the results that the sacrifice is expected to bring about; hence the First 
Adhikarana is devoted to establishing the fact that the sacrificial acts being consi¬ 
dered are really fruitful, they really bring about definite results.] 


Adhikarana (1) : ‘ Adhikdranydya ’ .• Sacrifices and other 
acts are conducive to Heaven and other desirable 

results. 

SCTRA (1). 

[PCrvapak^a]—“ Whenever substances are connected with 

ACTIONS, IT IS ONLY AS SUBORDINATE AUXILIARIES THAT THEY 
ARE RELATED TO THEM 

Bhdsya. 

We have such texts as * One desiring Heaven, should perform the 
Dafaha-PuTTymvdsa sacrifices’,—‘ On© desiring Heaven, should perform the 
Jyoti^foma sacrifice *. 

(A) In regard to these, there arises the question—^Is ‘ Heaven ’ the 
svhordiruite, and the ‘ sacrificial act ’ the principal, factor—or the ‘ sacrificial 
act ’ the subordinate, and * Heaven ’ the predominant, factor ? 

Question —“ Why should this question arise ? ” 

Answer —Her© both the things are mentioned—‘ Desiring Heaven * 
as weU as ‘ should sacrifice ’ ; so that some sort of relationship between 
‘ desire for heaven ’ and ‘ sacrifice ’ is understood to be meant;—now in 
this relationship, does the ‘ sacrifice ’ come in as the means or as the end 
to be accomplished ?—^there is reason for the consideration of this question.— 
Now (A), if what is enjoined by the sentence is the sacrifice as to be accom¬ 
plished by the person ‘ desiring heaven —the meaning being that ‘ the 
sacrifice should be performed by the person desiring heaven —^then it follows 
that the ‘ sacrifice ’ can be duly accomplished only by one who is imbued 
with the ‘ desire for heaven ’ ; so that in relation to the ‘ sacrifice ’, the 
‘ desire for heaven ’ would appear to be enjoined (as a means) for the man ; 
so that the sacrifice can be accomplished only by on© who has that desire, 
and not by any other person ; as it is only one ‘ desiring heaven ’ that can 
be able to accomplish the sacrifice. [In this case, the ‘ sacrifice ’ would 
be the end, and the ‘desire for heaven’, the means,] — (B) On the other 
hand, if what is enjoined for the ‘ man desiring heaven ’ is the bringing 
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about of the desired thing,—then this bringing about of the desired thing 
would have to be taken to be qualified by the ‘ Sacrifice ’ ; and in that case 
the ‘ Sacrifice ’ would be recognised as the means [and the ‘ desired thing ’ 
as the End ^.—As a matter of fact, the text in question is capable of cdfording 
both these meanings (A and B):—viz., (A) the Sacrifice should be accomplished 
(by means of the Desire for Heaven), and (B) the desired thing, Heaven, is to 
be brought about (by means of the sacrifice). —And yet both of these could 
not be possible simultaneously; for if the ‘ Sacrifice * is the end, the 
‘desired thing’ cannot be so,—^and if the ‘desired thing’ is the end, the 
‘ Sacrifice ’ cannot be so ; because the constructions of the text will have 
to be different in the two cases [i.e. if the ‘ Sacrifice ’ is the End, the con¬ 
struction would be ‘ kdmena ydgam bhdvayU ’, ‘ one should bring about the 
sacrifice by means of the desire ’ ; whereas if the ‘ desired thing ’ were 
the end, the construction would be ‘ ydgena kdmam hhdvayit ‘ one should 
bring about the desired thing by means of the sacrifice].—Thus we find that 
the question is quite reasonable. 


(B) Similarly there is another question arising out of the said question— 
What is ‘ Heaven ’ ?—^Is it ‘ happiness ’—or a ‘ substance ’ ?—This question 
arises here because if ‘ Heaven * is a ‘ substance then the act (sacrifice) 
is the principal, and the substance (Heaven) the subordinate, factor;—on 
the other hand, if ‘ Heaven ’ is ‘ liappiness *, then the sacrifice is the 
subordinate, and Heaven the principal, factor. 

“ But why should this question arise ? ” 

It arises because the text does not speak of the ‘ desired thing ’ as the 
subordinate or as the principal factor; all that it expresses is the relation¬ 
ship between that thing and the ‘ Sacrifice ’; while by the very nature of 
things, a substance is what subserves the purposes of an act>, while human 
effort (activity) subserves the purposes of ‘ Happiness ’. 


The Purvapaksa view on the question (A) is as follows :—“ Heaven 
(the desired thing) is the subordinate, and the act (sacrifice), the principal, 
factor. And in this connection they declare (in answer to question B) 
that ‘ Heaven ’ is a substance. —^How is this deduced ?—^For the ascertaining 
of the meanings of all words, we have to depend upon common usage ; 
and in common visage, the word ‘ heaven ’ has been found to be expressive 
of substance, —-i.e. it stands for substances in all such assertions as—‘ Fine 
silken clothes are Heaven ’, ‘ Sandal-paste is Heaven *, ‘ Sixteen-year-old 
girls are Heaven \ and the like ; in fact anything that is pleasarU is spoken 
of as ‘ Heaven ’ ; and from this equation we get at the proposition that 
‘ Heaven is a pleasure-giving substance \—It might be urged tliat ‘ the 
use of the word Heaven referred may be ba.sed upon Analogy *But a^s a 
matter of fact, there is no use of the word (‘ Heaven’) independently of this 
analogy, upon which the said analogy could be based. Hence the use of the 
word in question cannot be regarded as ‘ analogical ’.—Therefore we con¬ 
clude that ‘ Heaven ’ is a substance. 
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shababA’Bha^ya : 


“ The Opponent says—^Thia is not so; ‘ Heaven * is happiness ; it cannot 
be a substance^ because the two are not concomitant; i.e. there cure cases 
where the word * heaven * does not denote the same substance ; on the other 
hand, there is no case where the word does not denote happiness^ Hence 
from negative and positive concomitance, we conclude that the word ‘ heaven ’ 
denotes happiness. 

“ But it is not true that the word * heaven * is expressive of happiness .— 
Why so ?—Because it is a qualifying factor, and what enters into the connota¬ 
tion of a word as a qualifying factor cannot itself form that connotation. 
For instance, in the case of the word ‘ dari^in \ ‘ stick-holder *, the word 
denotes the man through the stick (which is a qualifying factor); so that the 
stick is only a basis for the connotation, and does not form the connotation 
of the word. In the same manner, the word ‘heaven’ is not connotative 
of ‘ happiness *, it is connotative only of a thing bringing happiness. 

“ Says the Opponent—Among common people, the word ‘ heaven ’ is 
found to be used in the sense of a particular region —‘ Where there is neither 
heat nor cold, neither hunger nor thirst, no impleasantness, no sorrow,— 
a region to which go after death only men who have led virtuous lives — 
The answer to this is that, if some people had gone there without dying, 
and had returned,—^without going through the process of being bom again,— 
then alone could any such region be believed to exist, on the basis of the 
direct perception of these men; and it cannot be believed in solely on the 
basis of Inference.—Opponent—‘ There have been persons with occult 
powers who have actually seen such a region, and have described it*.— 
There is no evidence in support of the assertion that there have been such 
men with occult powers and that they have described the Heavenly Region 
as above.—^Hence we conclude that there is no such Region.—‘ But from 
(a) common usage, (6) from stories, and (c) from the Veda, we learn that there 
is such a region as Heaven —^That cannot be ; (a) because no men having 
ever come across such a region, any ordinary description of it cannot 
be regarded as trustworthy;—(6) stories also being the work of human 
authors, cannot be trustworthy;—(a) then, as for the description of Heaven 
met with in the Vedas,—there is no such passage which is mandatory in its 
character ; wherever it is foimd, it is only as part of some other injimctive 
sentence, and as such to be taken only as commendatory (of what is enjoined 
in this latter sentence),—^Even though some proof of the existence of such 
a region may be found in the fact that, if such a region did not exist, then 
there would be no justification for those Vedic declarations that speak of 
pure unalloyed happiness ’,—yet, the existence of such a region would 
not be inconsistent with our view that the word ‘ Heaven * denotes ‘ the 
means of happiness *. Thus then, there being no human activity in relation 
to any such region, the word ‘ heaven * cannot be regarded as expressive 
of it. 

** It being thus settled that Heaven is only a thing bringing happinessy 
we assert the following view (in answer to the main question of the 
AdMUarar^y^Whemver substances are connected with acUons, U is only as 
subordinate auxiliaries that they are related to them (Satra). That is, in the 
text in question it is the * Sacadhce * tlmt is declared as to be accomplished 
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by the man ‘ desiring heaven *;—whence there must be some ‘ connection * 
between the * Sacrifice * and ‘ Heaven *;—now of these two, that what is a sub¬ 
stance is already an accomplished entity, and it is only the act (sacrifice), 
that is yet to he accomplished ;—and between these two, it is only right that 
what is already an accomplished entity should subserve the purposes of 
what is yet to he accomplished ; because in this case the help rendered by the 
latter would be something tangible;—^what is yet to he ac/yomplished cannot 
be regarded as subserving the purposes of what is already an accomplished^ 
erUUy ; as in this case all idea of any tangible benefit would have to be 
renoimced (as impossible). 

“ Opponent —‘ How do you know that the text in question enjoins 
the sacrifice a»s to he accomplished, —^when it is clear that the same text also 
speaks of the desired result as to he brought ahoiU 1 * 

“ Anstver —That the desired result is to he hrotight about is indicated 
by ‘ Syntactical Connection while that the sacrifice is to he accomplished. 
is declared by ‘ Direct Assertion ’; and ‘ Direct Assertion ’ is more authorita¬ 
tive than ‘ Syntactical Connection *. Hence the meaning of the sentence 
is that * one desiring Heaven should accomplish the sacrifice ’; i.e. for ‘ one 
desiring heaven, it is necessary that the sacrifice should be accomplished *.— 
Then again, it is well known that ‘ what should be accomplished or done 
(i.e. Right)* brings happiness and ‘what should not be done (i.e. Wrong)’ 
brings unhappiness ;—and the ‘ Sacrifice * is spoken of by the text as ‘ to 
be accomplished ’;—hence it follows that the ‘ Sacrifice * will bring happiness ; 
—^and this happiness caxi come only to one who desires (seeks for) it, not to 
anyone else.—^Thus it is that ‘ desire for heaven * becomes subordinate to 
the ‘ Sacrifice * ; in fact, in the case of all actions, a desire for things comes 
in as a subordinate factor; as it is through this desire that the man (who is 
going to do the act) tries to secure the things (required for the act) by tangible 
means. In the case in question, it is the desire for the particular substance. 
Heaven, that has been specified;—and exactly as it has been found to be 
subordinate (to the act of Sacrifice), so in the same form should it be 
taken as specified by the text;—that is to say, as subserving the purposes of 
the sacrifice, only through tangible, not through intemgible, means.—^From 
all this, it follows that when a man is impeUed by the ‘ desire for heaven *— 
which is subordinate to the sacrifice,—^he will try to accomplish the ‘ sacrifice *, 
with a view to securing the substance, * Heaven —^Even if this were done 
through intangible means, it would not affect our position.’* 


StJTRA (2). 

[Siddhanta]—Bttt [the Act rrsELF] wotjld kot be pebpobmed ; 

BECAUSE IT IS FOR THAT PURPOSE. 

Bhd§ya, 

The particle ^ tu\ ‘ but serves to preclude the Purvapakfa. 

As a matter of fact, people always describe ‘ Heaven * as ‘ happiness — 
“ But why so ? **—^Well, you have asserted fhat “ the term * heaven * denotes 
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SHABABA-BHAi^YA : 


a substance qualified by happiness —If that is so, then it is necessary that 
it should first denote happiness ; because it is only the idea of hoppings 
with which the word is invariably concomitant; thoufi»h it is not so concomitant 
with the idea of substance ; for instance, that same substance which is con¬ 
ducive to happiness, —which substance is held to be denoted by the term 
‘ heaven ’—sometimes fails to bring happiness, and in that case that sub¬ 
stance cannot be denoted by the term ‘ heaven [which shows that the 
idea of substance is not inseparable from the term ‘ heaven ’] ; and from 
this it follows that the term ‘ heaven * denotes happiness. 

It has been argued that the case of the term ‘ heaven ’ denoting the 
substance qualified by happiness is analogous to the case of the term ‘ stick- 
liolder ’ denoting the man qualijied by the stick. —But there also the term 
brings about the notion of the man holding the stick only after the stick itself 
has been cognised as denoted by the word; because the term ‘ stick * forms 
part of the term ‘ stick-holder *, and that is what denotes the stick. In the 
case in question however, there is only the one word ‘ heaven and this 
must denote happiness [so the two cases are not analogous]. 

It being settled then that the term ‘ heaven ’ denotes happiness, the 
‘ sacrifice ’ must be the subordinate, and ‘ happiness ’ the principal, factor. 
—^Why so ?—Because the Agent’s effort (activity) is for that purpose ; 
whenever a man puts forth an effort, it is always for the purpose of obtain¬ 
ing happiness ; and from this we conclude that happiness [being the end 
of all activity] cannot be the means to the act of ‘ Sacrifice ’ ; sp>ecially because 
it is a substance that is the means to a ‘ Sacrifice ’; as in the absence of a 
substance, no ‘ sacrifice ’ is possible; since the very term ‘ sacrifice ’ denotes 
an act bearing upon a substance and a deity. Then again, there are ‘ sacrifices ’ 
even when there is no ‘ happiness *. Further, if the sacrifice were not 
performed for the p\irpose of obtaining ‘ happiness then it would not be 
performed at all ; i.e. it could not have anyone to perform it; it is only 
the act that serves the purpose of bringing about happiness that is per¬ 
formed,—none other is performed. 

Says the Opponent—“ But in the text itself, it is the sacrifice that is 
laid down as to be done, brought about^\ 

Answer —It is true that the sacrifice is laid down as to be done ; but the 
desired thing also is imderstood to be what should be brought about. 

OpponerU —“ It is through Direct Assertion that the sacrifice is declared 
to be what should be brought about; while it is by Syntactical Connection 
that the desired thing is indicated to be what should be brought about; 
and both of them cannot be regarded as to be brought about; as that would 
involve a syntactical split. [And as Direct Assertion is more authoritative 
than Syntactical Connection, it is the Sacrifice that should be taken as what 
is to be brovight about.] ” 

Answer —Even though sacrifice is found to be directly asserted as to 
be brought about, yet it could not (by itself) be brought about or done; 
because what is done by man is an act that brings happiness (not what 
brings pain), and the performance of a sacrifice is always painful; thus 
being directly perceived as painful, it would be directly perceived as something 
not to be done. 
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But from the fact of its being laid down as to he done it would be 
inferred to be conducive to happiness.” 

Answer —Inference, contrary to Perception, can have no validity. 

From all this it follows that, if the Sacrifice does not serve the purpose 
of bringing about happiness^ then it cannot be performed at all. 

Opponent —“ The sacrifice [enjoined by the text in question] could be 
connected (taken along) with some other text speaking of a desirable result.” 

Answer —Even if it were so connected, if it were not actually enjoined, 
it could not be understood to be conducive to any result, simply on the 
ground of its being mentioned in proximity to such a result.—^It is for this 
reason that, in order to save the sacrifice from being regarded as fruitless, 
‘ Heaven ’ comes to be understood as something to be brought about; and 
as the man’s activity in the case is qualified by the act of ‘Sacrifice it is 
this act of ‘ Sacrifice ’ that should be the means of bringing about the said 
Heaven. 

Thus we find that it has been well said that the ‘ Sacrifice ’ is tlie 
subordinate, and ‘ Heaven ’ the principal, factor. 


SUTRA (3). 

Further, inasmuch as the act (of sacrifice) must be related 
(to something), it should be taken as related to the 
desired thing (Heaven) ; hence the text should be 

TAKEN AS ENJOINING THE ACT (OF SACRIFICE, AS A 
MEANS TO THE ATTAINMENT OF HeAVBN). 

Bhdsya. 

It is not only in order to avoid its fruitlessness that we regard the 
sacrifice as the subordinate factor ; as a matter of fact (we do so) because the 
sacrifice is actually enjoined as a means to the attainment of the desired 
thing called ‘ heaven —“ But it is the sacrifice itself which is enjoined 
directly by the text as what should be done or brought about [from which it 
follows that the sacrifice is the principal factor] ”.—True ; but in that case, the 
sacrifice becomes entirely fruitless. If the sacrifice is not taken as enjoined 
in reference to Heaven, then,—and the sacrifice thereby being something 
fruitless,—the ‘ desire for heaven even though laid down in the text, would be 
entirely useless; and in that case the whole Injimction would be pointless. 
If the two things (Heaven and Sacrifice) not related to one another, were 
taken as enjoined (by the text), then, that would involve a syntactical split.— 
From this we conclude that the term ‘ desiring heaven ’ does not enjoin ,— 
it only refers to —what is expressed by it [i.e. it forms part of the Subject, 
not the Predicate, of the sentence]. Thus it is that the ‘ desired tiling 
which is indicated by ‘ Syntactical Connection ’, comes to be recognised 
as to he done or accomplished, and the ‘ Sacrifice * comes to be recognised 
as the means to that accomplishment. In this way there would be no direct 
inconsistency in not regarding the ‘ Sacrifice ’ as something to be done or 
brought about—[Read—* Ivamaydgakdrtavyatdydm ’ as in If we retain 

the printed text it can be taken as—‘ In this way there would be no direct 
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inconsistenoy in the sacrifice being performed \ because the means also has 
to operate towards the fulfilment of the desired end].—^From all this it 
follows that the text should he taken as enjoining the act ; —^i.e. it is the act 
of sacrifice that is enjoined as the means to the attainment of Heaven,— 
and not the Heaven as a means to the act of sacrifice. 

Objection —“ What advantage is there if the Heaven is not enjoined ? ” 

Answer —The advantage is this : As a matter of fact, what is not 
enjoined and what is not implied cannot be treated as a subordinate factor ; 
hence (if Heaven is not enjoined) it follows that Heaven must be the principal, 
and the oc^ of sacrifice, the subordinate, factor. 

Then again, any such idea as—* one for whom Heaven is the desired 
object should accomplish the sacrifice *—would be a most incongruous 
one—the man desiring one thing and accomplishing something else.—“ But 
from the connection between the two, it is understood that the sacrifice, 
when accomplished, would lead to the attainment of Heaven.”—^That 
cannot be; as for people for whom the Verbal Text is the sole authority (in 
regard to the matter under consideration), it is not right to derive any 
idea except through the Text. If the Opponent were to say—“ It is 
from the text itself that we deduce the said connection between the Sacrifice 
and Heaven ; just as we do in the case of the sentence ‘ Desiring to collect 
wood, one should go to the forest *, ’’—then, the Siddhdntin should reply 
that in the case of the sentence cited, the fact that going to the forest is con¬ 
ducive to the coUectiruj of wood is already known from other sources [which 
cannot be said in regard to the text speaking of Sacrifice and Heaven ],— 
The Opponent might say—“ In order to save the injunction from being 
futile, we could have the presumption (of the said connection between 
Sacrifice and Heaven) —^The answer to that is that the futility of an 
injunction has no such capacity as to provide the notion that * Happiness 
is the fruit of sacrifice ’, in the absence of a direct assertion of such a fruit. 
It might well become futile ; but it cannot have the said capacity. For 
instance, if a man is desirous of burning a thing, and fetches water for that 
purpose, this fetching of water would be futile, os it would not bring about 
the desired burning ;—^but this * futility ’ cannot produce, in the water, 
the capacity to bum. 

In reality however, if the other view is accepted—^that the text enjoins 
the sacrifice for the mem desiring Heaven,—this injunction is found to serve 
a distinctly useful purpose.—” According to this other view also, all that is 
done is that the Sacrifice is enjoined for the man desiring Heaven,—not 
that Heaven follows from the Sacrifice —^That is not right; because 
according to our view what the text does is to refer to the activity of the 
man desiring Heaven, and enjoins the Sacrifice as a means thereto. So that 
it is not open to the objection that has been urged against it.—“ But there 
is no text to the effect that that activity is with a view to Heaven —As a rule 
an activity is undertaken with a view to some desired object; for ‘ the man 
desiring Heaven *, Heaven is the desired object;—^in fact, the mention of 
‘ Desire for heaven * is there only for the purpose of indicating that particular 
activity which would bring about that object;—Whence this view is entirely 
flawless. 



ADHYiYA VI, pIdA I, ADHIKABANA (1). 


971 


From cdl this it follows that the text contains an injunction of the act 
of Sacrifice for the man desiring Heaven ; and hence it also follows that 
* Heaven ’ is the principal^ and ‘ Sacrifice the subordinate, factor. Thtis 
then, the injunction ‘ should sacrifice ’ should be taken as referring to the 
person ‘ desiring Heaven * ; and it thus becomes established that the text 
in question lays down the characteristics of the performer. 



Adhikarana (2) : Only human beings are entitled to perform 
such acts as the ‘ Sacrifice \ 

SUTRA (4). 

[PCfRVAPAKSA]—‘‘ Inasmuch as an act is performed for the 
PURPOSE OF OBTAINING RESULTS, ALL BEINGS SHOULD BE 
ENTITLED TO PERFORM THE ACTS PRESCRIBED IN 
THE SCRIPTURES 

Bhdsya. 

W© have the texts—‘ Desiring Heaven, one should perform the Daraha- 
Purnanidsa sacrifices ‘ Desiring Hcjaven, one should perform the Jyotiatoma 
sacrifice 

In regard to these, there arises the question—Are these acts enjoined 
for all kinds of beings ? Or only for such beings as may have the capacity 
to perform the acts enjoined ? 

On this question, the Purvapakaa view is as follows :—“ The injimctions 
must be meant for all beings, because there is no distinction.—‘ But there 
are certain beings who do not (Usire anything; how could they be entitled 
to perform the acts enjoined *.—The answer to this is that the injunctions 
may not be applicable to inanimate objects ; but the injunctive word 
* should sacrifice * could certainly be addressed to all animals.—‘ But animals 
also do not desire anything —^That is not so, wo reply. Animals do desire 
happiness; for instance, it is foimd that when suffering from the effects 
of heat, they betake themselves to the shade, and when suffering from cold, 
they move into the sun.—Says the opponent—* Animals are conscious 
of immediately impending rovsults, they never desire any results that are 
to come in the future • and the acts prescribed in the Veda (which we are 
considering now) are all such as have their results appearing in the remote 
future *.—^The answer to this is that animals are foimd to evince a desire 
for some such results as are to appear in the remote future; for instance, 
we find dogs fasting on the fourteenth, and kites on the eighth, day of the 
month. There can be no chance of these animals suffering from disease 
(on account of which they may be going without food on certain days) ; 
because the fasting is found to recur on fixed days (and certainly there 
could be no such regularity of intervals in the animaPs being ill); also 
because all the time we find several articles of food lying before the said 
animals (so that the fasting cannot be held to be due to want of food); while 
at other times they are not found going without food even though only 
simple articles of food are there before them.—Then again, there are Vedic 
texts also indicative of the fact that, like deities and sages, trees also perform 

sacrifices,—such texts, for instance, as—‘ Devd vai aattramdaata . 

vanaapatayah aaUramaaata^ [’The deities took part in the sacrificial session 
.the trees took part in the sacrificial session ’] (Taitti. Saih. 1. 6. 11. 3). 
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—‘ As a matter of fact, however, animals and trees cannot be capable of 
carrying out the entire details of the enjoined act; and as such they cannot 
be entitled to perform them *.—The answer to this is that some of them 
may be able to perform the sacrifice; and therefore such injunctive words 
as ‘ should sacrifice * will apply to those that may be so able ; though there 
may be some such details as the Vi^uhrama and the like which they may not 
be able to perform ; and the injunction of these will not apply to those.— 
So that the being to whom the injunctions of the Vianukrama and such 
details will not be applicable will perform the sacrifice pure and simple ; 
where would be the htirm in that ? As for the possession of property 
(necessary for the performance of sacrifices), such names of villages as 
' Devagrarna' (‘village of deities’), ' Hastigrdma^ (‘village of elephants’), 

* ftsabhasya qrdmah ’ (* village of the Bull ’), indicate that beings other than 
Men also possess properties in an indirect (figurative) sense.—From all this 
it follows that beings other than man are also entitled to perform sacrifices, 
so long as they are able to do so 

SUTRA (5). 

[Siddhanta]— In reality, the injunction of an act should be 
TAKEN to apply TO ONLY SUCH AN AGENT AS MAY BE ABLE 
TO CARRY OUT THE ENTIRE DETAILS OF THE ACT ; 

BECAUSE SUCH IS THE SENSE OF THE VeDIC TEXTS. 

Bhdsya. 

The particle ‘ vd ’ (‘in reality’) sets aside the Purvapak§a view. 

It is not correct to hold that animals also are entitled to perform 
sacrifices.—“ Who then is entitled ? ”—Only one who is able to carry out 
the whole act. As a matter of fact, animals and others are not able to 
carry out the details of the sacrifice in their entirety ;—whence for these 
beings the sacrifice cannot be a means of securing happiness ; how can an 
act that one cannot do be a means of happiness to him ?—^The deities also 
are not entitled to perform sacrifices, because apart from themselves there 
are no other deities (to whom they could offer the sacrifice), and there can 
be no offering to one’s own self ; in fact, such an act would not be an offering 
at all.—Nor are sages entitled to perform sacrifices, because they have no 
‘ gotra ’ ; Bhfgu and other sages for instance cannot belong to the ‘ gotra ’ 
of those same Bhrgu and others.—^Nor is the capacity (of Deities and Sages) 
to perform sacrifices at all perceptible. 

Then again, as a matter of fact, animals are never found to desire results 
expected to appear in the remote future; they desire only what is, imme¬ 
diately present before them,—“ But we have already pointed out that 
animals are actually found to desire results in the future, when, for instance, 
dogs fast on the fourteenth, and kites on the eighth, day of the month ”.— 
The answer to this is that these animals do not fast with a view to any 
results to accrue to them in their next life.—“ How do you know that ? ” 
-—We deduce it from the fact that they have not studied the Veda, and it is 
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only one who has studied the Veda cm have any such idea as that ‘ Having 
done this act» I shall ^obtcdn such and such a result in other regions *; 
the animals do not study the Veda; nor the Snurti-scriptures; nor can they 
learn it from teachers. Hence it follows that they are not* cognisant of 
what Dharma, * Duty *, is. Being ignorant of Dharma, how could they per¬ 
form any Dharma ? Hence it follows that when they fa8t» they do not do 
so for the sake of ‘ Dharma \“ Then why do they fast ? ”—^They have an 
aversion to food due to illness.—“How is it that they have this illness at 
fixed intervals of time ? “— Answer —^There are certain illnesses which appear 
at fixed intervals ; e.g. the Tertian and the Quartian ague and such others.— 

Thus we conclude that only human beings are entitled to perform 
sacrifices. 

Nor again is it possible for animals to own property ; they are never 
found making use of any property etcoording to their wish; hence it 
follows that they do not own any property. As for the names ‘ village 
of elephants \ ‘ village of deities —these are merely figurative expressions. 
—For this reason also animals cannot be regarded as entitled to perform 
sacrifices. 

As for the indicative texts—‘The deities sat at the sacrificial session 

.the trees sat at the sacrificial session % and so forth,—they are 

merely declamatory statements, commendatory of certain injunctions; 
relating to every one of these statements, there is another injimction ; and 
one injunction cannot be taken as connected with another injunction ; as 
that would alter the form of the sentences. The statement in question 
therefore has to be taken as commendatory, the sense of the commendation 
being—‘ So important are the sacrificial sessions that even deities, who 
have all their desires fulfilled, sit at them, as also semi-intelligent animals 
and insentient trees sit at them,—^what to say of learned men ! * 

Those that are unable to perform the ‘ Vianukrama ’ and other details, 
may perform the sacri/?ce pure and simple 

That cannot be ; because the details are prescribed in relation to the 
sacrifice^ not in relation to the performer ; so that if the mere sacrifice were 
ofiered (without the details), the performance would be defective; and 
the proper result would not follow.—“ How do you know that the details 
are prescribed in relation to the sacrifice (and not in relation to the performer) ? *’ 
—As a matter of fact, when the injunction of the sacrifice is in want of certain 
details, those details that happen to be mentioned in close proximity to 
that injunction are alone capable of supplying that want;—otherwise, if 
the texts speaking of the details referred only to the capacity of the 
performer^ the main injunction would be left without its wants supplied, 
and as such it would fail in its purpose; and under the circumstances, the 
statenaent of the result would come in as an * elliptical extension * ; and this 
would stand in the way of the syntactical connection of the Injunctive 
text which, on account of its incompleteness, would thus be hampered.— 
*' But the same text would enjoin the sacrifice with all its details, for those 
who are capable of performing it in its complete form,—^but only the hare 
sacrifice without the details, for those unable to perform it in its complete 
form.”—^That cannot be possible; if a single statement has two distinct 
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significations, there is a syntactical split, by reaeon of the two significations 
being incompatible with one another; specially as the sentence would still 
be incomplete in regard to the details of its procedure. Consequently the 
injunction has to be taken as one of the saorifioe with all its details,—and 
it cannot be an injunction of the sacrifice without its details. 

From all this it follows that only human beings are entitled to perform 
sacrifices. 

The purpose served by this Adhikara^a is as follows:—^There is a 
certain sacrifice laid down as to be performed ‘ for a thousand years ’ ;— 
now if, as held by the Purvapak§a, deities also were meant to be performers 
of sacrifices, then the said sacrifice could be performed by them, as their 
span of life does extend over * a thousand years ’ ; so that there would be 
no justification for taking the term * years ’ as standing for days ;—while 
according to the Siddhdnta, as only human beings are entitled to ^lerform 
sacrifices,—and they cannot live for ‘ a thousand years *, the term ‘ years ’ 
has, in this case, to be taken as standing for days. This we are going to 
explain later on (under Su. 6. 7. 31-40). 



Adhikarana (3) : Men and Women are both entitled to 
the performance of sacrifices. 

SUTRA (6). 

[P0RVAPAK§A—“ On account of the use of the parti¬ 
cular GENDER (Masculine), only men are entitled,— 

SAYS AiTISHAYANA 

Bhd§ya. 

W© have such texts as—‘ Desiring Heaven, one should perform the 
Darsha-Purnamdsa sacrifices ’ 

In regard to these there arises the question—Has the word ‘ should 
sacrifice ’ been used in relation to men (males) ? or to men and women, 
without restriction ? 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows :—“ The word 
has been used in relation to males only—so thought Aitishayana.—^Why so ? 
—Because of the use of the particular gender ; i.e. in the sentence ‘ svargakdmo 
ydglfa' (‘Desiring Heaven, one should perform the sacrifice’), we find the 
Masculine gender used (in the word "" 8t>argakdmah''^\ whence it follows 
that the person who is spoken of as to ‘ perform the sacrifice * must be 
taken to be male, not female,^' 


SUTRA (7). 

[Purvapaksa— concluded] — “ Also because the gender is meant to 
BE significant ; AS IS CLEAR FROM THE FACT THAT IT [iS THE 
killing of THE FOETUS] BEFORE ITS SEX IS KNOWN THAT 
HAS BEEN DECLARED TO BE SINFUL 

Bhdsya, 

“It is the killing of the foetus before its sex is known that has been 
referred to as the sin of ‘ foetus-murder in the text—‘ One becomes a 
foetus-murderer by killing a foetus before its sex is knowii ’ ;—a ‘ foetus- 
murderer ’ is the worst of sinners ; because on© who kills a foetus kills what 
is beneficial in both worlds ; the foetus-murderer is also a murderer of the 
sacrifice, in the sense that he has killed the person who would have performed 
a sacrifice ;—it is for this reason too that they call a sacrifice ‘ hhruna ’ 
(foetus), in the sense that it supports {fhxhluirti ’) all things, or because it brings 
prosperity (‘ bhuii ’);—^thus one who destroys a sacrifice is a ‘ foetus-murderer ’ 
bhruTm-han ')".—Now this reference to the ‘foetus-killer’ (as one who 
destroys the sacrifice) would have some sense only if the performer of 
sacrifices were always a male ;—^because if a foetus is killed before its sex 
is known, it is just possible that a male-child might be killed,—and this 
would mean that a prospective performer of sacrifices has been killed; and 
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thus alone could the ‘ foetus-murder * would be ‘ sacrifice-murder *.— 
Otherwise, if both males and females were entitled to the performance of 
sacrifices, then in all cases,—^whether the sex of the foetus be known or not 
known—^the ‘ foetus-murder ’ would be ‘ sacrifice-murder ’ ; and in that 
case there would be no sense in the epithet ‘ not known * (regarding the 
foetus).—^From this it follows that the masculine affix (in the term ‘ svar- 
(jakdmah \ ‘ desiring heaven *) must be regarded as significant. 

“ Similarly we have the declaration that ‘ the man who kills an dtreyl 
is a foetus-murderer ’,—* dtreyl^ is the name given to a pregnant woman, 
in the sense that ‘ in her womb (‘ atra ’) there is a child \ From this also 
(for reasons explained in the preceding paragraph) it follows that rnan alone 
is entitled to the performance of sacrifices. 

“ Just as in the case of the injunction ‘ one should sacrifice the animal ’ 
(Taitti. Bra. 1. 5. 9. 7) it is only a male animal that is killed, because of the 
use of the particular (Masculine) Gender (in ^ pashum') [see Su. 4. 1. 17.]— 
so should it be in the case in question also [because here also we have the 
use of the particular (Masculine) Gender 

Against the above Purvapak^a, we have the following Siddkdnta : — 


SUTRA (8). 

In reality, it is the whole genus [that is entitled],—SAYS 
BaDARAYANA,—BECAUSE THERE IS NO GROUND FOR DISTINCTION ; 

HENCE THE WOMAN ALSO SHOULD BE REGARDED (aS 
ENTITLED TO PERFORM SACRIFICES), AS THE GbNUS 
IS EQUALLY PRESENT IN ALL (HUMAN BEINGS). 

Bhdsya. 

The phrase ‘ in reality ’ serves to set aside the Purvapaksa* 

It is not true that Man alone is entitled to perform sacrifices ; in fact 
Badarayana has held that ‘ the whole genus ’ is entitled. 

Question —“ Is it the term ‘ svargakdmah ’ desiring heaven ’) that has 
been regarded as denoting a genits ? ”, 

Answer —^No. 

“ Then what is it ? ” 

The term * Svargakdmah' is to be taken in its literal (etymological) 
sense—signifying presence of desire for heaven. 

“ By which term then is the genus denoted, which genus is regarded 
to be entitled ? ” 

We do not say tliat in the present instance there is a word denoting a 
genus which establishes the fact of all human beings being entitled ; what 
we mean is that the term * svargakdmah ’ (‘ desiring heaven ’) serves to in - 
dicate the fact of both men and women being entitled, and that no significance 
attaches to the Masculine Gender. 

“ Why so ? ” 
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there is no ground Jor distinction ; that is, the masculine affix 
cannot distinguish or qualify ‘ the person desiring heaven * by the Masculine 
Gender. 

“ Why ? » 

Because the term is meant to be only an indiccUive; it only serves to 
indicate the person tcho desires heaven ; and the person so indicated becomes 
entitled to the act enjoined by the word ^yajeta* (‘should sacrifice*);— 
and this indication applies equally to man and woman. Thus then, from the 
words of the text it is clear that man and woman are both entitled to per 
form sacrifices ; what is there then which would preclude the title of women ? 
—^It might be urged that “it is the Masculine affix (in svargakdmah') that 
precludes women **.—But that cannot be.—“ Why ? **—Because the affix 
being expressive of the male^ has no power to exclude the female, But 
the mention of the male over again by the affix would be superfluous [hence 
the only purpose served by the affix is to predvde the worruvn] **.—That also- 
is not possible ; because even though the affix becomes superfluous, there* 
can be no preclusion of women ; because every case of preclusion involves 
(a) the abandoning, by the word, of its own signification, (h) the assumption 
of another signification, and (c) the rejection of what has come in.—In 
reedity, however, there is no superfluity (in the affix denoting the male, though 
not precluding the female) ; because it serves the purpose of indicating 
[which could not be done except by means of an affix].—From all this it 
follows that the woman also sfunM he regarded as entitled to perform sacrifices, 
because the genus is equally present in cdl, 

SUTRA (9). 

In a case where it is distinctly enjoined, it has, on that account,. 

TO BE TAKEN AS ASSERTED. 

Bhdaya, 

The following argument has been urged by the Purvapaksin —“ In the 
case of the injunction Pashumalahheta^ [‘One should sacrifice the animal’] 
(Taitti. BrS. 1. 5. ft. 7), it is only the male animal that is sacrificed, on the 
strength of the Masculine affix (in ‘ pashum *); similarly in the case in question 
also, the text laying down the sacrifice should be taken as indicating that 
the man alone is entitled, on the strength of the masculine affix (in 
‘ svargakdrnah ’) *’. 

This has got to be refuted; and in refutation, we argue as follows:— 
In the case of the animal, the genus is not found to be asserted as an indica¬ 
tor of the substance (animal); if it had been foimd to be so asserted, then 
the sacrificing of the female animal also would be declared, and there would 
be nothing to preclude this. But what we find asserted in this case is that 
the * animal ’ is a qualification of the * sacrifice ’; so that the relationship 
that is expressed by the sentence is that between the ‘ animal * and the 
‘ sacrifice *,—not between a substance in general And the * sacrifice *; and just 
as the ‘animal* is related to the ‘sacrifice*, so also are the ^nmsouUnity’ 
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and one-neaa [all these three— animal^ maaculinity and one-neaa being ex¬ 
pressed by the same word ‘pas/ium’]. Thus thou, what is laid down here 
is the aacrifice qiuilijiefi by several qtudijicationa ; and this should be performed 
exactly as aaaerted, because, in this cose, the whole set of qualifications has 
been enjoined. 

As regards the argument (of the Purvapakain) regarding the declaration 
of the amfidneas (a) of killing the foetus before its sex is known, and (6) of 
killing the pregnant woman,—both of which are spoken of in a way which 
indicates their connection with the male, —we are going to refute it now. 
Our refutation is as follows :—The reference to the foetus as ‘ of unknown 
sex * is meant to be purely commendatory ; and what is meant by the 
exhortation not to kill the pregnant woman is that one should not kill a 
child in the womb, as it is a great sin to kill a child in the womb, even though 
its exact character may not be known.—-As for the Masculine ending, even 
though it is found in the sentence, it cannot mean that the woman is excluded 
from its per view; it is all the less reasonable that the mention of ‘ the 
foetus of unknown sex ’ should be taken as excluding the woman. Then 
again, the prohibition of killing the *^Atreyl * is meant to be in praise of the 
Ootra (Atri being the name of one of the Gotra-Rsis), and ' dtreyi' here does 
not stand for the pregnant woman : in fact, it is the name of one of the Qotraa 
[it is derived from ‘ atri \ the name of a Ootra-^8i\ it is not derived from 
the indeclinable ‘ atra ’ (as explained by the opponent); as a nominal affix 
is added only to ‘ aamartha ’ words— l,e, nouns,—and * atra * is not a 
noun and as such has no ‘ capacity ’ for taking a nominal affix. 


SOTRA (10). 

[Says the P(Jrvapak§in]—“ [The title to perform sacrifices] 

SHOULD BBLONO TO MeM ONLY, AS THEY ALONE POSSESS 
property, AND SACRIFICES REQUIRE PROPERTY ; AND ON 
ACCOUNT OF SALE AND PURCHASE, WOMEN CAN POSSESS 
NO PROPERTY ; IN FACT, THEY ARE IN THE SAME 
POSITION AS PROPERTY.'* 

Bhdsya, 

Says the Purvapakaa —“ To men only should the title to perform sacrifices 
belong ;— as they alone possess properly, —-as a matter of fact, men alone, not 
women, possess wealth,—and wealth is necessary for the performance of 
sacrifices ; as they have to be performed with such grains as ‘ vr^hi *, ‘ yava ’ 
and the like.—‘ Why should the women not possess property ? ’—As a 
matter of fact, women can possess no property, —on account of sale and 
purchase ; i.e. women are bought and sold; they are ‘ sold ’ by their father 
and ‘ bought ’ by their husband ; and because they have been sold by their 
father, they have no right over the father’s property ; and because they 
have been bought by their husband, they have no right over tlie husband’s 
property. —^The ‘ selling * of women is found to be asserted in such texts 
as—^ A hundred cart-bullocks should be given to the girl’s father ‘in 
18 
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the Area form of marriage a cow and a bull should be given to the girls’ 
lather What is said in these texts having the clear meaning [that these 
are prices paid for the girl] and thus serving the visible purpose of securing 
possession over the girl, it cannot be taken to mean merely the obtaining of 
the consent (oi the Father), and thus serving only a transcendental purpose. 
Thus loomen are in the same position as property itself 

SUTRA (11). 

[POrvapaksin continueji ]—“ To the same effect, we find another 

TEXT ALSO.*' 

Bhd§ya, 

The Purvapaksin continues—There is the text—‘ If, on being bought 
by the husbands she has dealings with others, etc.\ —which shows that women 
are actually bought (and sold) ”, 

SUTRA (12). 

[POrvapak^in continues] —“as they themselves belono to their 

HUSBAND, THEIR WORK ALSO BELONUS TO HIM.” 

BhAisya. 

[The Purvapaksin continues]—“ It might be urged that—‘ the woman 
may perform sacrifices with wealth acquired by her by means of cooking 
or spinning —Our answer to tliis is as follows -What the woman may 
earn is also not her own ; when she herself belongs to another, whatever 
belongs to her also belongs to him. Then again, it is her duty to work for 
her husband ; it does not behove her to neglect that and do any work on her 
own account. In fact, whatever she might earn by such additional work 
would be the property of her liusband. Such is the opinion of the Smrtiy —- 
where we read^—The wife, the slave and the son—all those are devoid of 
property ; whatever they earn is the property of him to whom they themselves 
belong ’— (Manu) ”. 

SUTRA (13). 

[Answer]—But the desire for results (proceeding from sacrifices) 

IS EQUALLY PRESENT (iN THE WOMAN ALSO). 

Bhdsya. 

The particle ‘ ’ (• but ’) sets aside the above view. It is not true that 

the woman has no proi>erty ; because in reality, woman does possess property. 
Then again, the desire for result is equally present in her ; —so that, even 
though desirous of obtaining the results proceeding from the performance of 
sacrifices, she has to be regarded as ‘ without property (and hence unable 
to perform sacrifices) if the Smfti (just quoted) is to be regarded as authorita¬ 
tive ; on the other hand, on the authority of the Vedic text (laying down 
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sacrifices to be performed by one who desires results), if she is desirous of 
results, she must perform tlie sacrifice. Such being the case, if, in obedience 
to the Smrti, she should be dependent upon others and devoid of any 
property of her own, she would not perform a sacrifice,—even in the face 
of the injunction ‘ yajUa \ ‘ should sacrifice ’,—then it would moan the 
rejection of the Vedic, by a Smrti, text; and this would be most improper.— 
From this we conclude that if the woman desires the results that are spoken 
of as following from a sacrifice, she should reject the authority of the Smrti, 
acquire property and also perform the sacrifice. 


SUTRA (14). 

Also becattsk she is spoken of as connected with property. 

Bhdsya. 

Tn fact, the woman is actually connected with property ; as is clear from 
the following words addressed in course of a dialogue at the time of the 
marriage —* Dharme clui arlhe chit kdme cha n/i aticharitavy(i\ ‘in matters 
relating to religious portormances, to property and to pleasure, she should 
not be ignored *.—As for the argument that “ the wife and the re<t have been 
declared (in the Smrti) to be devoid of property,’*—^ven though this absence 
of property has been declared in the Smrti, yet it is wrong ; because it is 
contrary to the Veda. All that the Smrt! therefore can be taken to mean 
is that the wife should not be independent of her husband’s coritrol ; and 
this entirely for the sake of peace and concord in the family. 

SUTRA (15). 

As FOR THE ' SALE IT IS A PURELY RELIGIOUS FUNCTION. 

Bhdsya. 

As for the ' sale ’ that is spoken of in regard to the wife,—that i^* a 
purely religious function^ and not really a sale (in the ordinary sense of the 
term) ; a thing is said to bo ‘ sold ’ when its price is a fluctuating factor— 
sometimes more sometimes less; in the case ot marriage, however, the so- 
called ‘price’ is a fixed item, ‘a hundred cart-bullocks’, for the girl, be she 
handsome or ugly.—Then again, people do not accept the Smrti text speaking 
of the purchase and sale of a wife, when it is found to be contrary to a 
Vedic text.—Consequently the case of the wife is not one of ‘ sale ’ (or 
‘ purchase ’). 

SUTRA (16). 

There is a text which clearly indicates that women do have 

PROPERTY. 

Bhdsya. 

Says the text—‘ Pdtnl \ki pdririHyyasya Iste patyaivamanumatam krlyate * 
[‘ The wife is mistress over the household property, and she acts according to 
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the wishesf of her husband*] (Taitti. Sam. 6. 2. 1. 1.) ;— again there is 
another text—' Bhaaodd pcUnih samydjayarUi^ bhasadviryd hi pcUnyah, bhasadd 
vd itdh paragfhdndm aiahvaryarruivarundhMt^ ’ [‘ They offer the sacrifice for 
the wives, with Bhaaad ; the glory of wives lies in the Bhusad : it is by t?ie 
Bhaaad that they become mistresses of other ho'ose^ ’ ].—[These texts clearly 
indicate that women do possess property]. 



Adhikarana (4): To the performance of sacrifices^ the 
husband and wife are entitled jointly. 

SUTRA (17). 

Though both possess property, their action should be one (joint), 

BECAUSE OF THE DECLARATION TO THAT EFFECT. 

Bhdsya. 

It has been settled that both husband and wite possess property.— 
The question that arises now is—should the sacrificer and his wife perform 
the sacrifice separately.—each by himself ? Or should they perform it 
jointly ? 

The Purvapaksa view is as follows :—“ Each of them should perform 
it separately.—Why ?—Because significance is meant to be attached to the 
singular number (in the noun " avargakdmah^ and in ' yajeta^) : in the verb 
‘ yajeta \ the Nominative Agent is mentioned as an important factor; 
consequently significance must attach to the singular number. In fact, 
just as two men cannot jointly perform a sacrifice, so also in the case in ques¬ 
tion [there can be no joint performance by the two persons, husband and 
wife ”]. 

In answ’er to the above we have the following Siddhdnta :—Tiwuqh 
both possess property^ their action should he joint, because of the declaration to 
that ejfert ; on account of the declaration to that effect, their action should 
be joint. There are for instance, the following declarations in Smrtis — 

‘ In matters relating to Duty, Property and Pleasure, she should not be 
ignored ’ : and again ‘ Religious acts should bo performed jointly, and 
children should be begotten jointly ’. 

Says the Opponent—“ It is not right to reject a Vedic declaration 
in favour of a dciclaration in the Smrti ”. 

There is no force in this, we reply. There are some sacrifices which 
must be performed by the man and the woman together ; such, for instance, 
as the Darsha-Purnamdsa and the Jyotistoma. — at both w’hich oblations are 
laid down as to be offered out of the Clarified Butter that has been ‘ examined ’ 
(looked into) by tlie sacrificer as also by his wife ; and the performance of 
such a sacrifice would be defective if done in the absence of either of the tw’o. 

“ In a case where the sacrificer is a man, the Clarified Butter would 
bo ‘ examined ’ by the man himself, while in a case where the sacrificer is a 
woman, it would be ‘ examined ’ by the woman.” 

That cannot be : because the ‘ Examining ’ is not an embellishment 
of the examining person» If it were an embellishment of the examining 
person, it could be as suggested. As a matter of fact, however, it is an 
embellishment of the Clarified Butter, and the two examining persons are 
only subordinate factors; hence the absence of either of the two would 
certainly cause a deficiency; because the declaration of the ceremonial 
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procedure includes all accessory details (the absence of any one of which 
therefore renders the performance defective). 

“ This could be remedied in the following mariner:—When the sacriflcer 
is a woman, she will engage the services of a man to do the ' examining 
of the Clarified Butter ’ ; and when the sacrificer is a man, he will engage 
the services of a woman to do the ‘examining of the Clarified Butter’.” 

That also cannot be right r because it is the mistress of the house, — 
not a servant engaged for the purpose—that is spoken of as ‘ patnl ’, ‘ wife * 
(who is laid down as to do the ‘ examining of the Clarified Butter ’); in fact, 
paini" (‘wife’) is a relative term. Similarly the ‘sacrificer’ (who is laid 
down as to do the ‘examining of the Clarified Butter’) is the master of the 
house, not a servant engaged for the purpose. 

From all this it follows that actions like those in (Question should bo 
performed by the husband and wife jointly. 

Now the idea might arise that “ on the strength of the Vedio text 
(laying down the performance as to be done jointly by inan and woman), 
any man might join any woman and perform a sacrifice jointly ”. 

The answer to this is that what the Srnrtl text means is ‘ whatever 
religious act you have to do jointly with a woman, you shall do with this, 
your wife ’ ; and we do not perceive any inconsistency between this Srnrti 
text and the Vedic text (laying down joint performan(;e by man and woman). 

[t has been argued that—“ The man is entitled to the performance, 
alone, by himself,—and the woman also is entitled alone, by herself ; as is 
clear from the fact that the singular number in the verb ‘ t^ajeta ’ ('■ should 
sacrifice’) is significant’’.—This has got to be refuted.--Now. the person 
who argues thus should be asked the following question—-If the singular 
number in the verb ‘ yajeta ’ is significant, then how is the sacrifice performed 
by the sacrificer associated with the sixteen priests ? 

The answer to this may be as follows There is a distin(;t action 
pertaining to each Agent. So that the Sacrificer is regarded as ‘ performing the 
sacrifice by virtue of doing just those acts that are to be done by the Sacrificer 
himself,—such, for instance, as the engaging of the Priests and such others ; 
and the Aa-priest is regarded as ‘ performing the sacrifice ’ by virtue 
of doing just those acts that are to be done by the Adhvaryu-Priest. Just 
as the cooking dish is spoken of as ‘ doing the cooking ’, though all that it does 
is the containing of the food cooked. Thu.s then, wht^n a certain function per¬ 
tains to a particular Agent, then alone is that function to be performed by 
that agent alone,—if the singular number in the word enjoining that function 
appear to be significant.” 

If such be the case, all the functions that pertain to the ‘ sacrificer ’ 
need not all be done by one and the same ‘ sacrificer ’,—one might be done 
by one ‘ sacrificer ’ and another by another ‘ sacrificer ’ ;—or when ‘ a 
hundred and twelve ’ is to be given away (as the sacrificial fee), fifty-six 
might be given by one and another fifty-six by another—In the case in 
question, the function of the ‘ wife ’ is different from that of the ‘ sacrificer ’, 
and by doing that, she does not interfere with the ‘ singleness ’ of the sacrificer ; 
just as the Adhvaryu-Priest, performing his own functions, does not interfere 
with the ‘ singleness ’ of the sacrificer.—It is absolutely essent ial too that 
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the sacrifice should be performed by the husband and wife together ; because 
the wealth (that is to be used in the performance) belongs in common to the 
husband and wife ; under the circumstances, the sacrifice must be performed 
by one as associated with his wife ; otherwise, if either of them were un¬ 
willing, the sacrifice could not be accomplished. Consequently the ignoring 
of the wife would not bo possible, unless there were a second wife ; because 
for one who has a second wife, either one of them might perform the 
functions of the ‘ wife 

There is no difficulty, however, in the case of such acts as are of the 
nature of ‘ embellishments * of the man doing the act ; these might be done 
anywhere by each man for himself [and hence in the case of such acts, as 
for instance, shaving of the head and the like, no association with the ‘ wife ’ 
would bo necessary]. 


SUTRA (18). 

Also because we find texts indicative of the same conclusion. 

Bhdsya. 

We also find a text pointing to the same conclusion—' Yoktrena panim 
sannahyati mekhdlayCi yajamdnam mitJmnatvaya^ [‘He girds the wife’s loin 
with the yoktra-rope^ and that of the Sacrificer with the girdle-zone^ in order 
to make a couple of them ’] (Taitti. Sarh. G. 1. 3. 5) :—it is only when the 
man and woman are together that there could be some sense in mentioning 
tfie ‘ yoktra-rope ’ and the ‘ girdle-zone * separately.—as also in the eulogising 
of the ‘ couple All this is possible only if the sacrifice is performed jointly 
by the man and woman, not otherwise. 


8UTRA (19). 

[8ays the opponent]—“ But as the wife is a purchased commodity, 

HER ‘ OWNERSHIP OVER PROPERTY ’ CAN BE ONLY FIGURATIVE.” 

Bhdsya, 


This is in answer to what has been said above bv the Siddhdntln — 
in the preceding Adhikarana —The particle ^ Tu' (‘but’) is meant to pre¬ 
clude the SiddhdrUa view.—“It is not true that the wife owns property;— 
because she is herself a purchased commodity, tis her ‘ purchase ’ is the visible 
purpose served by the giving of ‘ cart-bullocks ’ (to her father). From this 
it follows that whenever her ‘ ownership of prt^perty ’ is spoken of, it can 
be only figurative. That is to say, when the wife is spoken of as ‘ the 
mistress of t he household property ’, it is just like a man speaking of 
‘ Purxjkaka ’ (his chief servant) as being ‘ the master of his bullocks ’ 
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SUTRA (20). 

[Answer]— It is by virtue of her desiring the fruits (of sacrifice), 

THAT the wife IS REGARDED AS ENDOWED WITH OWNERSHIP. 

Bhdsya. 

It is not right to hold that “ when the wife is spoken of as ‘ bought ’ 
it is literally true, but when she is spoken of as * owning property that is 
only figurative”. Because, as a matter of fact, the wife is a person desiring 
the fruits of the sacrifice. In fact, wo need not accept the authority of the 
Smrti (which speaks of the ‘purchase’),—and it is only on the strength of 
this Smrti that the wife could be held to be ‘ devoid of property ’ ; where¬ 
as, on the strength of the Vedic text, she should be regarded as ‘ possessing 
property ’. 


SUTRA (21). 

There is also a text showing that the result accrues to both. 

Bhdsya, 

The following text clearly shows that the result of a sacrifice accrues to 
both husband and wife.—‘ May the wife become one with her husband, 
through virtuous deeds ! May they together bear the burden of the sacrifice ! 
May they jointly destroy their enemies ! May they attain imperishable 
effulgence in Heaven ! ’ (Taitti. Bra. 3. 7. 5. 11). 

From all tliis it follows that both husband and wife are (jointly) entitled 
to the performance of a sacrifice. 



ADHiKARAijrA (5): Only one man is entitled to the ‘^Installation 

of Fire \ 

SOTRA (22). 

[POrvapak^a]—“ Thk ‘ Installation ’ should be by two men, 

JUST AS THE ‘ sacrifice ’ IS PERFORMED BY TWO MEN.” 

Bhdsya. 

There ia the inatallation of fire laid down in the text—‘ He wlio knowing 
this installs the Fire ’; in connection with this installation, there is another 
text—[‘ Kmume vasdnau aqnimddUidhiydtam \ ‘ They install the Fire, wearing 
silken clothes ’ ]. 

In regard to the question is—Shoul4 two men install the Fire ? Or only 
one man ? 

Question : —“ Why should this question arise at. all ? ” 

Answer —The \^ords that we find here are ‘ vasdnau ddadklydUlm ’ (where 
both terms have the Masculine Dual Ending). Now the dvxil number, 
which is already implied |by tWe previous Adhikarana where it has been 
settled that all religious acts should be done by the husband and wife 
jointly], is again reiterated by means of the Dual Ending, and hence it 
becomes doubtful whether tliis reiteration is for the purpose of emphasising 
the masculine gender (the meaning being that the installation should be 
done by two men), —or it is only meant to emphasise the wearing of silk ? 
As both these alternatives are possible, there is a doubt as to which of the 
two is correct; if the text is meant to emphasise the masculine gender, then 
two men should install the fire, and if it is meant to emphasise the wearing 
of silk, then only one man should do it. 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows :—“ The installation 
should be done by two men, just as the sacrifice is performed by two men, —In 
the case of the text—‘£Vena dvau rdjapurohitau sdyujyakdmau yajeydtdin' 
[‘ With tliis the two persons. King and Priest, desirous of absorption into 
the deity, should offer the sacrifice’],—the sacrifice comes to be performed 
by two men ; and in the same manner, the installation of Fire also [laid down 
in the text ^ Ksaume vasdnau etc, ’] should be performed by two men; as this 
latter text does not differ from tlve former. The term ‘ vasdnau ^ (‘ wearing ’) 
directly denotes two males; this (Maculine Dual) cannot be construed with 
the silk which is spoken of by a totally different word ; because what is 
denoted by the word is learnt directly from the word, while what is connected 
with another word is learnt (indirectly) only from ‘ Syntactical Connection *; 
and ‘ Direct Assertion ’ is more authoritative than ‘ Syntactical Connection 
Then again, what is connected with the act of ‘ Installing * is what is denoted 
by the term * vasdnau * (‘ wearing ’), not what is expressed by the term 
• kpaume ’ (‘ silk ’). 
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“The opponent may say—‘The term vasdruiu (‘wearing’) need not 
necessarily denote two men ; it may denote a man and a ivoman also ; just 
as the term ‘ Kukkiipau ’ expounded as ‘ Kukkutashdia kukkutl cha ’ stands 
for tfbe cock and the hen; similarly the term ' shukarau' is expounded as 
‘ shukaraahaha sfiukarl cha stands for the hoar and the sow ; in the same 
way the word ‘ vasdnau ’—may be expounded as ‘ vasdnascha vasdnd cha 
and thus stand for both the man and the woman," 

“Our answer to this would be as follows :—In cases where neither 
the meaning nor the context has any distinctive indication, and the 
term is predicative, not merely reiterative,—it is two 7 nale persons that 
are understood; for instance, when a man is directed to ‘ bring two persons ’ 
with the words ‘ dx)au dnaya ’ (where neither the meaning nor the context 
indicates anything as to the persons being male or female)^ the man thus 
directed brings up two males; and when the direction is ^ dve dnaya',, he 
brings two females ; from this it follows that the noun with the dual affix 
ending in * e ’ denotes two females, while that with the dual affix ending in 
‘ an ’ denotes two males." 

But —says the opponent—‘ in the case in question wo find a noun 
ending in ‘ au ’ and denoting both male ami female; should it be taken as 
denoting one male along with another mate, for his second—or a fenuile along 
with a male for her second v ’ 

“ Our answer to this is that, a term ending with ‘ an ' has been found 
to stand for a 7nale alo7ig xvith another male in the c^ase of such expressions 
as ‘ Brdh7mirmu dnaya consequently in the case in question also, the 
term should be taken as standing for a 7tiale along with another xnale ; hence 
we conclude that the term denotes two xxiales. 

“ bays the opponent—‘ Usage, which is the only visible proof in the 
case, is found to point to both males, why then should the term be taken 
as denoting one (as along with the second) ’ ? ” 

In answer, we may say that what the usage points to is a substance 
(man) and duality (a quality),—^not two substances (men) ; and the reason 
for tills lies in the fact that, while the term is never found apart from a 
substance and a quality, it is often found apart from two substaxices 

“ Fiuther, just as in the case of the word (a) ‘ khadirau ' and (b) ‘ dhavau ’ 
we take them to mean (a) ‘ two khadiras ’ and (6) ‘ two dhavas ’ [taking them 
as two Ekashesa c ompounds equivalent to (a) ^ khadirashcha. khadirashcha', 
both Masculine, and (b) dhavashcha dhavashcha', both Masculine],—so 
should it bo in the case in question also {^vasdnau ’ being taken as ‘ vasd- 
nashcha vasdnashcha both Masculine] ; the term ‘ vasdnaic ’ is thus under¬ 
stood to denote the male and duality, not the duality made xip of a fe 7 yiale, 
and the reasons for tliis are as follows ;— (a) the rule relating to the Copula¬ 
tive Compound lays it down that such compounding takes place where 
several things are simultaneously expressed by the component terms [e.g. 
in the case of the Copulative Compound ‘ dhavakhadirau \ both khadira 
and dhaxHi are meant to be denoted simultaneously];— (h) it is only when the 
several things are so expressed simultaneously that the use of the Dual 
and the Plural number with Copulative Compounds can be justified [i.e. 
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it is only when two things are spoken of at one and the same time that the 
Dual number can be used ; so also with the Plural number] ;—(c) because we 
find such expressions in the Veda as ^ pra rnitrayoh-varunayoh' [whore, in 
reality, there are not two deities of the name of ‘ Mitra nor two deities of 
the name of ‘ Varuna \ and yet the expression stands for the compounded 
name ‘ itrdvaruna \ where both Mitra and Varuna must be taken as 
separately denoted; as otherwise, the Dual number would not be justified]; 

{d) because the Copulative Compound has been ordained only in the sense 
of mutual cohesion [thus also the simultaneous denotation of the things 
spoken of is essential];—(e) and lastly, because the Ekashesa Compound is an 
exceptional sort of Copulative Compound.—That is, in both, the element of 
miUual coheffion of a number of things is present, but with this difference 
that in the case of the ordinary Copulative Compound, the things and the 
terms denoting them are l^oth perceptibly distinct, as in ‘ dfiavakhadirau ’, 
the two trees are different, and the two words ‘ dhavah ’ and ' khadirah ’ are 
also present while in the case of the Ekashesa Compound, while the two 
tilings are different, the term is one only ; e.g. in the compound ‘ khadirau \ 
the same word ‘ khadirah ’ stands for the two distinct Khadira trees .— 
[Thus then, the word ‘ vasdnau ’ being an Ekashesa Compound, the persons 
spoken of by both members of the compound should be masculine.— Tuptlkd], 
‘‘'ilie Opyjonent says—‘ In the case in question itself we find the com¬ 
pound denoting a 7nale and fe'tnale \ 

“ The answer to this is that it has been explained already that it is not 
right to attribute several meanings to a word ; it is most unreasonable that 
the same word should signify a inale along with another nude and also a male 
and a female. —‘ What other means is available there for the predication of 
the male along with another male ? ’ —Inasmuch as the female cannot be 
denoted by the word vasdnah')^ and yet a second being essential 
(in view of the dual number), this second must necessarily be a nude. In 
this way, each being the ‘ second ’ to the other, both the males become predi¬ 
cated. [It is for this reason that we assort that in the case in question 
two males are entitled to the performance of the Installation of Firej. 

“ Sa\^8 the Opponent—' According to the -rules, the word with 

the Dual number ending in au denotes the male and the female [the 
term i^asdnau being treated as an Ekashesa compoimd, expounded as 
vasdnasheJux vdsdrut c/ia]’. -There is no such Smrti-ride, we reply.—‘We 
shall infer the Smrti-ride on the basis of Pdninis words Pumdn striyd 
(Pa. Su. 1. 2. 07) [whereby a masculine noun is compounded with a feminine 
noun into an Ekashesa compoiuid] ’.— The answer to this is that there are no 
words of Pdnini to the effect that the word '’kukkutau ’ is denotative of 
a 7 Yude and a female ; what Panini’s Sutra means is that where a male and a 
female are spoken of together (in a compound), we may have the word ending 
either in au —the denotation in this case consisting of the male along with 
another male^ —-or in e. in which case the denotation consists of the female 
along with another female ;—and in such a case the masculine form (ending 
with au) would be correct (not the feminine form ending with e) ;—such is 
the sense of PaninT’s words. The words of Panin! are that ‘ it is the 
masculine that remains from which it follows that the word ending with 
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au denotes turn males, —From this also it is clear tliab it is two males that 
ai'e entitled to the Installation of Fire. 

Says the Opponent—‘ The sentence in question may be taken as 
laying down the silk clothes ; as it is only thus that the connection of the 
silk cloth can serve a useful purpose; otherwise, the mention of the silk 
cloth would be wholly purposeless *. 

“ Our answer to this is as follows :—^The connection is between the 
participle ‘wearing’ vasdnau^) and ‘should install’ ddadhiydtdm*), — 

not between ‘ silk clothes ’ (‘ ksaume)' and ‘ should install ’ (‘ ddadhlydtdm ’); 
hence, even though the silk cloth is mentioned in proximity to the installing, 
it is not connected with it.—‘ But the term silk clothes would have some 
sense only when connected with the term wearing \—Even though the silk 
clothes are mentioned in close proximity to the term ‘ wearing yet they 
cannot bo regarded as enjoined^ for the simple reason that there is no word 
injunctive of them ; the term ‘ wearing ’ is not injunctive, nor is the term 
‘ silk clothes ’ injunctiv'e ; nor is the combination of these two terms injunc¬ 
tive.—‘ What then is there in the sentence wliich would do the enjoining V 
—It is the Injunctive aftix in the word ‘ ddadhlydtdm ’ (‘ should install ’).— 
Says the Opponent—‘Well then, that same Injunctive affix will enjoin the 
silk clothes ’.—Our answer to this is that what the said Injunctive affix can 
enjoin is only the act of installing, wliich is denoted by the same word in 
which the affix itself occurs. Thus then, as the installing will have been 
'enjoined by the Direct Denotation of the '"word"' ('‘ddadhlydtdm''), —if 
the same were again enjoined, it would be superfluous ; hence what is enjoined 
by the ‘Sentence’ (Syntactical Connection) is the wearing ('vasdnau'). 
Because there is some connection between the persons wearing and the 
act of installing ; hence in such an injunction, the word would not entirely 
renounce its own connotation. If, on the other hand, the connection between 
‘ silk clothes ’ and ‘ wearing ’ were regarded as enjoined, the injunctive 
word '‘ddadhlydtdm ’ (‘ should install’) would, in enjoining the said connec¬ 
tion, entirely renounce the act of installing, which constitutes its own connota¬ 
tion, and would thereby entirely lose touch with ‘ Direct Assertion ’.—If 
again the Gender, mentioned in proximity to the act of installing, were 
taken as enjoined, then too, the ‘Direct Assertion’ could not enjoin the 
connection between the ‘ silk clothes ’ and ‘ wearing ’, on accoimt of the 
remoteness of the objective.—Further, if ‘ Direct Assertion ’ were abandoned, 
and the connection between the ‘ silk clothes ’ and ‘ wearing ’ were enjoined, 
the silk clothes would become a subordinate accessory to the wearing, not 
to the installing ; and in that case, there would be no deficiency in the installing, 
even if it were done without the silk clothes ; so that the act of installing 
could be done even without the silk clothes. —‘ In the event of the silk 
clothes being a subordinate accessory to the wearing, what would be the 
meaning intended to be conveyed by the sentence ? ’—None whatsoever, 
we reply ; in fact, it is for this reason that wo have rejected this interpretation 
—The Opponent asks—‘ Why then should there be any mention of the 
silk clothes and the wearing ? ’—What we mean is that it is not possible for 
the sentence to enjoin both, the silk clothes as well as the Oender ; as that 
would involve a syntactical split; and therefore we take the term ‘ Kpauma ’ 
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(‘silk clothes’) as referring to clothes which are not really silken [but which 
have the silken appearance on account of being soiled], and the term 
‘ vasdnau ’ as enjoining two males ;—the wearing of clothes being something 
already got at by the ordinary necessity of a man having some clothes on 
himself [it is only the masculine dual ending that can have the injunctive 
force, as laying down something not already got at by any other means]. 
When a man is engaged in some work, his clothes become soiled, thereby 
acquiring a silken appearance [and hence figuratively called ‘ Ksauma ’ 

^ silken \ figuratively]; or the name * Ksauma' may be taken as applying to 
the clothes on the ground of the fact that when a man is working, his clothes 
produce a rustling sound [^Ksauma' being derived trora the root ^ Ksu', 
to make a sound —says the Tantraratna], [In either of these two senses, the 
term "ksauma' has to be taken as a mere reference to something already 
known, and not as an injunction of wWt is not already known].” 

From all thLs it follows that two males are entitled. 

StJTRA (23). 

[Siddhanta]— In reality, inasmuch as what is enjoined (in the 
TEXT * KsAUME etc. ’) IS A SUBORDINATE ACCESSORY,—THE 
TERM ‘ SECOND ' WOULD APPLY TO THE WIFE. 

♦ 

Bhdsya, 

The particle * tu' (‘in reality’) signifies the rejection of the Purvapaksa 
view. 

What has been declared above—to the effect that ‘ two males should 
do tho installing of fire ’—is not right; only one man is to do the installing, 
in accordance with the text ‘ Vaf^ante hrdhjnano'gnlnddadhlta ’ [‘ During 
the spring should the Brdhmana install the Fire ’]—(Taitti. Bra. 1. 1. 2. 6);— 
where we have the singular number (in ‘ brdhmanah ’) which is meant to be 
significant: hence it follows that only one man is to do the installing, — 
“ But we have the declaration to the effect that two males should install the 
Fire [in the text ‘ Ksaume vasdnau etc, ’] ”.—Not so ; we reply ; what that 
text lays down is only a subordinate accessory ; the right view to take is that 
this text only lays down tho silken clothes ; as it is only then that the text 
lays down some tiling not already known ; inasmuch as it is understood to 
provide a special rule (that one must wear silk) ; otherwise, the mention of tho 
‘ silk ’ would be a mere reiterative reference, and it has been already explained 
that a mere reference serves no useful purpose. If it is taken as contain¬ 
ing in one part (i.e. in the word ‘ silk ’) a mere reiterative reference,—then 
it has to be pointed out that the words do not lend themselves to such piece¬ 
meal construction.—If the term * silk ’ is taken in a figurative sense, through 
similarity (of the well-worn cloth with silk), then our reply is that such 
similarity would be a common thing (and could not therefore be taken as 
a determining factor). Thus then (if construed in accordance with the 
Purvapaksa) the text would have to be taken, without adequate reasons, as 
being a wrong reading. 
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Says the Opponent-^** What are enjoined are two males ; and when 
these form the objects ot injunction, the text cannot be taken as an injunction 
of silk clothes also ; tvs that would involve a syntactical split . as there would 
be two objects of injunction—(1) the tum males who are spoken ol by ^ Direct 
Assertion \ and (2) the silk-clothes^ which are indicated by ‘ Syntactical 
Connection ’ 

Our answer to this is as follows i—Two males cannot be the objects 
of injunction ; because the man is already known (as the performer, without 
whom there can be no act), and it is this known man who is referred to, as 
accompanied by a second.—“ How so ? ”—It is only a single man that is 
directly spoken of here, and as for his ‘ second % that would apply to his 
wife. Such being the case, what is already known oven before the text in 
question, cannot be regarded as form^g an object of injunction by that 
text; consequently the text can only bo taken as an injunction of the silk 
clothes ; and there would be no syntactical split (as nothing else is enjoined 
by it]. 

It has been argued by the Opponent that ‘‘ there is no word injunctive 
of silk-clothes ”.—-Our answer to this is that the verb ‘ ddadhlydtdm ’ (’ should 
install’) is the word that would enjoin the silk-clothes. —-‘'But by ‘Direct 
Assertion this word is capable of enjoining the act of installing only, nothing 
else ”,—The answer to that is that the act of installing having been already 
enjoined (by' another text), the word in question cannot be taken as enjoin¬ 
ing that act ; nor can it be taken as enjoining the raa/c, as that also, along 
with his ‘ second has been already enjoined by another word ; consequently, 
a fresh injunction of those being impossible, the only t^ng that the injunc¬ 
tive affix (in "ddadhlydtdm') can enjoin, on the strength of ‘Syntactical 
Connection is the ‘ Ksauma'. silken-clothes. 

It has been argued that ” under such an interpretation, the word 
{"ddadhlydtdm') would entirely renounce its own connotation”.—But, in 
reality, it will not renounce it ; as what it would moan would be that ‘ at 
the time of the installing, the man shall have silk for his clothes ’ [so that 
the factor of the installing, which forms the connotation of the word, would 
be there all right]. 

Now, under this view, it is understood that the word in the masculine 
gender (' vasdnau ') denotes the male and the female : and the basis for this 
lies in the fact that what it really denotes is the male with a second [and this 
‘ second ’ is his wife]. It is with a view to such cases that Pan ini has laid 
down the rule in regarding to the compounding of a masculine with a feminine 
noun— " Pumdn striyd' (Panini 1. 2 67),—the meaning of which is that 
when a masculine noun is compounded with a faminine noun into an 
Skashesa copulative compound, the correct form of such a compound is that 
in the Masculine, not the Feminine. [Hence there is notliing wrong in the 
compound ‘ vasdnau ' in the Masculine form, standing for ‘ vasdnah' 
(Mascudine) and * vasdnd ' {Feminine).^ 

From all this it follows that the installing is to be done by one Man 
only—not by two men. 



Adhikarana (6) : The wife is to do only what is actually 
laid down as to he done by her, 

SUTRA (24). 

To THE WIFE PERTAIN ONLY SUOH FUNCTIONS AS ARE DISTINCTLY LAID 
DOWN FOR HER,—AS ALSO THE ‘ INVOKING OF BLESSINGS ’ AND 
‘ CELIBACY ’ ; BECAUSE SHE IS NOT EQUAL (TO THE 

Husband). 

Bhdsya, 

In connection with such injunctions as—Desiring Heaven, one should 
perform the Daraha-Purnamasa sacrifices and ‘ Desiring Heaven, one should 
perform the Jyotiatoma sacrifice’,—it has been settled that the man and 
his wife are jointly entitled to the performance of such sacrifices.—The 
question that arises now is—^Are all the functions laid down as to be 
performed by the ‘ Sacrificor ’ to be performed by the wife (also) ? Or, is she 
to perform only what is actually laid down as to be done by her—such 
functions, for instance, as ‘ the invoking of blessings ’ and ‘ celibacy ’ ? 

The Purvapakaa view on this fpiostion is that—“ all that is laid down as 
to be done by the ‘ Sacrificor ’ should bo done by the wife also; because she is 
as much a ‘ Sacrificor ’ as the husband ; hence all should be done by her 

In answer to this we have the following Siddlmnta : —To the wife pertain 
only such functions as are distinctly laid down for her^ —because such direct decla¬ 
ration is our sole guide in such matters ;—and she is to do also the ‘ invoking 
of blessings ’ (or, Emhelliahments) and ‘ celibacy ’.—“ Why so ? ”— Because she is 
not equal to the Husband ; the Husband is jx male and is learned in the Veda, 
while the wife is a female and is not learned. —[The term ‘ dshth ’ literally 
stands for those Mantras in which blessings are invoked,—such as ‘ Ayurdd 
ague dyurme dehi etc. ' ; but in view of the fact that the wife is not learned 
in the Veda and hence would not bo able to recite the Mantras, with the proper 
accent etc., Kurnarila, in the Tuptlkd, has taken this term as standing for 
the ‘ embellishments ’ prescribed for the ‘ Sacrificor —such as bathing, 
anointing^ applying collyrlum and so forth. The term * celibacy ’ also has 
been taken as standing ior freedom from passions of all kinds.l^ 

Question —-“What if there is an inequality ? ” 

What happens is this:— (a) There are certain details sub¬ 
serving the purposes of the sacrifice which are directly declared as to be 
performed bv the ‘ Sacrificer ’;—and as in all these texts, the Sacrificer 
would be the ‘Subject’, the (Masculine) Gender of the term speaking of 
him would have to be regarded as significant,—-and hence the wife would 
not perform these details ;— (b) then, there are certain details subserving 
the purposes of the sacrifice which have to bo performed with Mantras ;— 
and these also could not be performed by the wife, because she does not 
possess the requisite knowledge.—It might bo argued that—‘ ‘ these texts 
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themselves might be taken as indicating the necessity of women learning 
the Veda **.—But that is not possible; because even without the text 
indicating the necessity of such learning by the wife, it would be possible 
for the details in question to be adequately {>erformed ; because there is a 
performer already, in the person of the Husband ; and what subserves the 
purposes of the sacrifice may be done by either one of the two. Consequently 
there can be no authority' for making any exception to the general prohibition 
of Vedic study for the woman.—^It follows therefore that such details as 
require the reciting of Mantras cannot be performed by the wife. 

As regards tlie ‘ Invoking of Blessings * [or, the Emhellishments'] and 
the ‘celibacy*,—these subserve the purposes of the performed*', so that 
these could not be regarded as complete if done by only one of the 
couple ; because if only one did them, the embellishment of the other wo\ild 
remain defective. Nor fn the case of these does the ‘ Sacrificer * appear as the 
‘ subject ’ ; and hence the masculine gender in this case could not be taken 
as significant.—Fcup these reasons, the ‘ Invoking of Blessings (or. Embellish^ 
ments) and ‘ Celibacy ’ would have to be done by both—husband and wife. 

What is distinctly laid down as to be done by the wife—as for instance, 
‘ the wife should examine the Clarified Butter ’—has to be done by her alone. 

From all this it follows that on account of inequality, the wife does 
not stand on the same footing as the husband (in the matter of the per¬ 
formance of details). 



Adhikabana (7) : The Shudra is not entitled to the 
performance of sacrifices. 

SUTRA (25). 

[PObvapaksa]—•“ All the four castes [abe entitled to the 

PERFOBMANOB OF SACRIFICES,—THERE BEING NO DISTINCTION.’’ 


The Aqnihotra and other sacrifices are the subject-matter of this 
Adhikararm. 

In regard to these, there arises the question—Are these sacrifices to be 
performed by all the four cfiistes ? or only by the three castes, leaving aside 
the Shudra ? 

The Purvapakaa view is as follows :—The Veda uses such injunctive 
words as ^yajeta' (‘should sacrifice*), ^juhuydt' (‘should offer libations’) 
and the like, in reference to all the four castes.—‘ How so ? ’—Because 
there is no distinction ; no distinction is made in the Veda; hence the 
Shudra cannot be excluded 


SUTRA (26). 

[Siddhanta]— In iieality, the acts in question can be pbrfobmbi^ 

BY THE THREE (HIGHER) CASTES ONLY ; AS IN CONNECTION WITH 

THE ‘ Installation of Fire ’ these three only have 

BEEN MENTIONED ; [THE ShCIDRA] THEREFORE CAN 
HAVE NO CONNECTION WITH SACRIFICBS ; THE VbDA 
BEING APPLICABLE TO THE BbIhMANA (AND THE 

OTHER TWO CASTES) ONLY ;-SUCH IS THE 

OPINION OF AtREYA. 

Bhd^a, 

The particle ‘ t’d ’ (‘in reality’) indicates the rejection of the Purva- 
paksa view. 

Only three castes should bo entitled to perform sacrifices ;—how so ?— 
because in connection with the ‘ Installation of Fire * only these three have 
been mentioned — Vasante brahwano'gnxnddadhlba^ qrxsrm rajanyali, sharadi 
vaishyah ’—[‘ The Brdhmana should install the fires during spring, the 
Ksattriya during summer, and the Vaishya during autumn *] (Taitti. Bra. 
1. 1. 2. 6-7) ;— here we find no mention of the Shudra in connection with the 
Installation of Fire ;—thus then, being without the duly installed fire, the 
Shudra would not be able to perform the Agnihotra and such other acts. 
Hence it is that in connection with such injunctions as ‘ Desiring Heaven 
one should offer the Agnihotra ’, there is no Vedic text which makes thenx 
19 
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applicable to the Shudra; in fact, they are operative only in regard to the 
Brdhmana, the KacUtriya and the Vaiahya ; as these alone have the capacity 
to perform the acts.—^being equipped as they are with the duly installed 
Fire. The ‘ Ahavanlya ’ and other consecrated fires are not possible for the 
Bhudra ; because they have not been enjoined for him, and because the 
names * Ahavanlya ’ and the like (which are applied to those fires in which 
alone the sacrificial offerings can be made) are all based upon certain con- 
aesratory rites (such as ‘ installation ’ and the like, which cannot be performed 
by the Shudra). —From all this it follows that the Shudra is not entitled to 
the performance of Agnihotra and such acts.—Such is the opinion that 
has been held by Aireya, 


SUTRA (27). 

[Says the P(Trvapak§in]—“ The text quoted is only a contingent 

ONE ; HENCE ALL THE CASTES SHOULD BE ENTITLED ;—SO 
SAYS BADARI.’’ 

Bhdaya. 

“ It has been declared that the Shudra cannot be entitled to the perform¬ 
ance of sacrifices.—^This is not right; because as a matter of fact, the injunc¬ 
tion ‘ should sacrifice ’ is addressed to everyone who seeks for the results 
expected to follow from the sacrifice ; and so long as there is no text clearly 
precluding the Shudra^ it cannot but apply to the Shudra also.—As regards 
the argument that the Shudra would be unable to perform sacrifices becau.se 
he would not have the consecrated fires,—he would certainly have such 
Fires as would be needed for his purpose,—the presence, of, such Fire being 
implied by the text which speaks of the desire for certain results as prompting 
the performance of a particular sacrifice fso that as the Shudra would have 
such desires, it follows that he should have the Fir© necessary for the per¬ 
formance of those sacrifices]. 

“ The Siddhdntin says—‘ But the injimction of the Installation of Fire 
speaks of the Brdhmaiya and other castes, but not ot the Shudra 

“ Our reply to this is that all such texts are only contingent ; they are 
not meant to limit the scope of the injunction.—^How so ?—These texts are 
of the nature of contingent declarations ; the meaning is—‘ If the Brdhmana 
ia to inatall the Fire, he should do it during the spring; if the Kaattriya ia 
$o do it, he should do it during the summer ; and if the Vaiahya ia to do it, 
he should do it during the autumn ’; so that what it is understood as declaring 
is the connection between the seasons and the Brdhmana — Kaattriya — Vaiahya ; 
hence it follows that the Brdhmaiuz and the other castes have been mentioned 
for the purpose of indicating their connection with the spring and other 
seasons: consequently this text does not exclude the Installation of Fire 
from the Shddra, —^For this reason, Badari has held that the injunction 
(of sacrifices) is meant for all the castes.” 
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SOTRA (28). 

[Reply]—The text must, however, be understood in its literal 

SENSE ; BECAUSE WE FIND OTHER TEXTS POINTING TO THE 
SAME CONCLUSION. 

Bhd^ya. 

The phrase ' api m* (' however’) implies the rejection of the view put 
forward in the last Sutra. 

The text in question (relating to the Brdhmana Installing the Fire during 
spring, etc. etc.) should he understood in its literal sense. That is, the text 
clearly asserts that the Installing is done by the Brahman^a^ the Ksattrlya 
and the Vaishya ; hence it must follow that the Installing is to be done 
only by the Brdhmana, the KsaUriya, and the Vaishya-., and because the 
spring and other seasons have been mentioned, it follows that the Installing 
should be done during that time. 

In other instances also we find only the three castes mentioned,—the 
Shudra being omitted :—For instance, (a) in connection with the Brahma- 
sdma we read—For the Brdhmana, the Brahma-sdma sung should be the 
Bdrhadgira ; for the Ksattriya, it should be the Pdrthura^hya ; for the 
Vaishya. it should be the Rdyovdjiya ’ ; here even the name of the Shudra 
is not mentioned;—(6) again, in connection with penances, we read—‘The 
Brdhmana should live on milk, the Ksattriya on gruel, the Vaishya on curdled 
milk ’;—(c) again, in connection with the Installation of Fire, we read—‘ The 
Brahmana is to install the Fire at eight prakramas, the Ksattriya at eleven 
prakramas, the Vaishya at twelve prakramas \ —Thus it is found that for 
the Shudra, there is no Brahma-sdma, no Penance, and no Prakramas ; under 
the circumstances, even if the Shudra were to perform a sacrifice, it would 
be futile. 

From all this it follows that the Shudra is not to perform sacrifices or 
pour libations. 


SUTRA (29). 

[Says the PCrvapak^in] —In view of the general assertion, 

EVEN THESE TEXTS SHOULD BE TAKEN AS ONLY CONTINGENT.’* 

Bhdaya. 

“ It is not right that—‘ the Shudra having no Fire should not be entitled 
to perform the Agnihotra and other sacrifices ’.—Because Installation of 
Fire is possible for the Shudra also by virtue o^ the general assertion—‘ one 
who knowing this installs the Fire ’—^which includes all men. In view of 
this general sanction, the particular texts (quoted under Su. 28) should also 
be treated as contingent [meaning that ‘ if the act is done by the Brahmana, 
the Brahma-sdma sung should be the Bdrhadgira^ and so on].—Thus we 
conclude that the injunctions relating to the performance of sacrifices should 
apply to all the castes.” 
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SUTRA (30). 

[The POrvapak§in coNTiNtrES] —“ If it be urged that this oannott 
BE so, —AS the performance BY THE ShCDRA WOULD BE 
DEFECTIVE,— [then the answer is as follows in the next 
Sutra].” 

Bhdsya, 

“ It has been argued by the Siddhantin (under Su. 28) that any per¬ 
formance of sacrifices by the Shudra, being without Brahma-sdma, without 
Penance and without Prakra^nasy would be defective and hence would not 
bring about the desired results.—^This has to be refuted ; [and this refutation 
we set forth in the following Sutra ]— 


SUTRA (31). 

“ What has been urged is not right ; as there is a ‘ Brahma-sama 

THAT COULD BE REQXnSITIONED (BY THE ShOdRA).” 

Bhd§ya. 

“ What has been urged by the Siddhantin is not right: because there is 
a Brahma-8dma, —^by name ‘ ahhlvarta ’—which could he requisitioned by the 
Shudra, because this Brahma’Sdma is spoken of in an isolated passage (in 
Taitti. Sam. 7. 5. 1. 6) not in relation to any particular act, and is apparently 
laid down without any distinction.—As regards the Prakramas one of those 
unspecified ones has been specified for the Shudra in the text ‘ Chaksurvimita 
ddadhydt^ (?) (Taitti. Bra. 1. 1, 4. 1).—Finally as regards the Penances, there 
is the text declaring that ‘ the Maatu belongs to the Shudra \ and from thia 
connection between the Maatu and the Shudra, it follows that the Shddra 
is to live on Maatu, —Thus from all this it follows that all the four castes are 
entitled to the performance of sacrifices.” 


SUTRA (32). 

[The PCbvapak^in continues]—“ Further, in the matter of 
Embellishments, the Man is the predominant 
factor.” 

Bhd§ya, 

“ In regard to Peruinces, we find this peculiarity that Man is the pre¬ 
dominant factor; that is, in the matter of Penances, the Man (Agent) is the 
predominant factor.—‘ If the Man is the predominant factor, what then ? 
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—^This is what it means—The embellishment, in which Man is the pre¬ 
dominant factor, cannot have its application to any person withdrawn, until 
it is positively curtailed (by a direct declaration).—‘ Why so ? ’—^When the 
injunction ‘ one should perform a sacrifice ’ has been addressed to ‘ one 
desiring heaven —how do you get at the idea that this has not been 
addressed to the Shudra who ‘ desires heaven * ? What is there to be done 
by Man in connection with the sacrifice which the Shudra cannot do ?— 
If it is said that ‘he cannot keep the penance’,—that is not right; because 
the Penance is meant only to produce strength in the man ; and when it is 
laid down for any person, the implication is that that person has no strength 
to do the act, unless he keeps the penance ; because the penance is an 
auxiliary to the sacrifice only in the sense that it makes the Man strong 
•enough to perforin the sacrifice. So that if a man does not need this addition 
to his strength, he will perform the sacrifice, independently of the 
penance. [Thus, the fact of there being no penance laid down for the 
Shudra as there are for the other castes, would show that the Shudra is fitter 
than these latter to perform sacrifices.]—From this also it follows that the 
Shudra is not excluded.” 


SUTRA (33). 

;[The Siddhantin replies]—In reality, on account of the Vedic 

DECLARATION, THE TITLE TO PERFORMANCE SHOULD BE TAKEN 
AS BELONGING TO CASTES OTHER THAN THE 

ShCtdra. 

Bhdsya. 

It has been urged that there are no texts laying down [the title, of the 
various castes, to the performance of sacrifices]. But as a matter of fact, 
it can be asserted that there are texts laying down such title. The author 
•of the Sutra, however, htxs not made this counter-assertion to the effeKJt that, 
even if the texts speaking of the seasons be merely contingent, we can assert 
the exclusion of the Shudra, I’he author of the Sutra has paid no heed to 
this counter-assertion; an entirely different argument has been put forward. 

The phrase "api vd' (‘in reality’) serves to reject the view set forth in 
the foregoing Sutras, —Even though the texts discussed above were taken 
as contingent upon the contingency of the performer being a Brdhmana or a 
K^triya or a Vaishya, yet the castes entitled to the performance of sacrifice 
must be those ot?ier than the Shudra, —“ How so ? ”— On account of the Vedic 
declaration ; that is, in the Veda only three castes have been declared (as 
capable of performing sacrifices),—in the text, ‘ the Brdhinana should be 
initiated during the spring, the K^attriya during the summer, and the Vaishya 
during the autumn ’. Since the Shudra is not mentioned here, he should 
be regarded as unfit for performing sacrifices (as not having been initiated 
into Vedic study); hence he cannot be entitled to perform sacrifices. 
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SUTRA (34). 

Ip it be urged that—‘‘ The text cannot be taken [as denoting 
THE incapacity OF THE ShUDRA], BECAUSE WHAT IS LAID DOWN 
IN THE TEXT IS ONLY WHAT SERVES AS AN ‘ EMBELLISH¬ 
MENT*,’’— [then the reply wHl be as in the 
following Sutra]. 

Bhdaya. 

The Opponent says—“ What is laid down in the text just quoted is 
only the study that serves as an ‘ embellishment ’ ; and this the Shudra 
could acquire,—even though not ‘ initiated * by liimself approaching the 
Teacher and carrying on the study [and thus seciue the embellishment 
necessary for acquiring the capacity for performing sacrifices].” 


SUTRA (35). 

The mention of men (Brahmana and the rest, in the text under 

CONSIDERATION) MUST BE TAKEN AS IN REFERENCE TO ‘ LEARNING *, 
BECAUSE THE EMBELLISHMENT IS FOR THAT PURPOSE. 

Bhdsya. 

Our answer to what the Purvapaksin has urged in the foregoing Sutra 
is as follows : — The rnention of men in the text under consideration must be 
taken as in reference to learning, because the embellishment —of Initiation 
(Upanayana)—is for that purpose; that is, when the boy is brought up to 
the Teacher, it is only for the purpose of being taught, not for any trans¬ 
cendental purpose, nor for any such ordinary purpose as the erecting of a wall. 
It is in reference to this being taught or learning, that we have the mention of 
the men (Brahmana and the rest in regard to the Upanayana or Initiation).— 
“ How do you know this ? ”—We deduce it from the fact that what is laid 
down in the text referring to Upanayana, is the acquiring of the title of 
‘Teacher’ Achdry a \ by the Initiator).—“How does that follow?”— 

It follows from the presence of the Atmanepada ending (in the word 
‘ Upanaylta ’) that the root ‘ ni ’ here denotes the acquiring of the title of 
‘ Achdrya ’; and from this it follows that what prompts the action of initiating 
the Boy is the desire to acquire the title of ‘ Acharya ’; as it is only by the. 
teaching of Veda that one becomes an Achdrya, —Thus then, it is only the 
BrdhmaiM, the Ksattriya and the Vaishya that are mentioned in connection 
with the learning of the Veda; and this learning of the Veda has nowhere 
been mentioned in connection with the Shudra ; —consequently, being with¬ 
out the knowledge of the Veda, the Shudra has not the requisite capacity 
and hence is not entitled to perform sacrifices. 
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SUTRA (36). 

[Says the Opponent]—“ This reasoning is not right ; because of 

THE possibility OF ACQUIRING THE KNOWLEDGE ”,—IF THIS 
IS URGED [then the answer will be as in the 
following Sutra]. 

Bhd^ya. 

“If it is your view that being devoid of learning, and hence wanting 
in capacity, the Shudra cannot be entitled to perform sacrificea,—then 
our answer is that this does not affect our position ; because of the poasihUity 
of acquiring the krunvledge ; that is, the Shudra can always acquire the 
requisite knowledge ; even though such knowledge is not mentioned in the 
text quoted, yet he can study the Veda and acquire the requisite knowledge ; 
it is certainly possible for one to study what has not been spoken of in a 
Vedic text.—Thus the correct view remains that all the four castes are 
entitled to perform sacrifices.” 


SUTRA (37). 

[Answer] —It being impossible for the SHtJDRA to acquire the 
KNOWLEDGE, HE CAN HAVE NO TITLE TO THE PERFORMANCE 
OF SACRIFICES. 

Bhdsya. 

It is not possible that the Shudra would acquire the requisite knowledge. 
Jlecause sucfi learning has been actually forbidden for the Shudra—‘ The 
Shudra shall not read the Veda Under the circumstances, if he were to 
read it, such reading would be absolutely useless ; in fact he would incur sin.— 
Thus then, it is Impossible for the Shudra to acquire the knowledges and hence 
it becomes established that he can have no title to the performanc^e of sacrifices. 
Even though it were somehow possible for the Shudra to acquire knowledge^ 
yet he could have no title to the performance of sacrifices, as he would be 
without the Fire.—“ But why should he be without Fire ? ”—Because the texta 
speak of the BrdhmjaryXs the Ksattriyay and the Vaishya only as entitled 
to install the fire.—“ But the real injunction of the installation of Fire is only 
the general one ‘ If one knowing this should install the Fire ’, and the other 
texts that mention the Brdhmaryi and other caates,—such as ‘ The Brdhmana 
should install the Fire during spring’ and so forth,—are understood to be 
only contingent in their character fi.e. what they mean is that ' under the 
special contingency of the performer being a Brdhmafut, the installation should 
be done during spring ’].”—^The answer to this is as follows—As a matter 
of fact, the direct injunction of the installation of Fire is recognised to 
be in the form ‘ The Brahmana should install the Fire * ; while the injunction 
that would be deduced from the commendatory text—’ If one who, knowing 
this, installs the Fire, etc. etc. ’—can only be inferred and hence indirect ; 
and as such this would be less authoritative than the former directly 
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usaerted one.—Thus it follows that the texts speaking of the BrShitiana 
and other castes really specify these as alone entitled to the performance 
of the acts ; so that the Shudra cannot be regarded as so entitled. 


SUTRA (38). 

Further, we itnd other texts also, pointing to the same 

CONCLUSION. 

Bhdsya, 

We also find other texts pointing to the same conclusion,—that there 
is no learning (of the Veda) for the Shudra —“ What is that indicative text ? ” 
—It is this—‘ Yadyu vd etat amasdnam yachchhudrah, tasmdt shudra- 
samipS nddhyeyam ’ [‘ The Shudra is like the cremation-ground ; therefore 
one should not read the Veda near a Shudra ^ ; this clearly shows that 
the Shudra cannot read the Veda. 

From all this it follows that only castes other than the Shudra are entitled 
to perform sacrifices. 

Opponent —“ Even without the consecrated (Ahavamya) Fire, the 
performance of sacrifice can be regarded as laid down for the Shudra, on 
the basis of general declarations [such as, * Deairing Heaven one should perform 
the Jyotistoma ’ and so forth].” 

The answer to this is that such texts do not lay down the performance 
of the sacrifice for anyone deairing heav>eny all that they do is to point out 
that the particular sacrifice brings about the attainment of Heaven as its 
result. 

Thus we conclude that it is absolutely impossible for the Shudra to 
perform the Agnihotra and such acts. 



Adhikarana (8) : The man without wealth is also entitled 
to perform sacrifices. 

SUTRA (39). 

(PCTrvapak^a]—“Among the three castes, only a person possess- 
INO WEALTH [iS ENTITLED TO PERFORM SACRIFICES] *, BECAUSE 
THE PERFORMANCE OF SACRIFICES CAN BE ACCOMPLISHED 
ONLY BY MEANS OF WEALTH.’’ 

Bhdaya. 


In regard to the Agnihotra and other acts, there arises the question— 
Is the man without wealth entitled to perform them or not ? 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows :—** Among the 
three castes, only . a person possessing wealth is entitled to perform the 
acts—not one devoid of wealth.—^Why so ?—Because one who is devoid 
of wealth cannot be able to perform an act which requires many things. 
Hence it follows that one who is devoid of wealth is not entitled to perform 
sacrifices.*' 

SUTRA (40). 

[Siddhanta] —It cannot be so ; because it is a variable factor ; 

AND THE POSSESSION OF WEALTH CAN BE BROUGHT ABOUT 
AS NEED ARISES. 

Bhdsya, 


What has been asserted above—that “ the man without wealth is not 
entitled to perform sacrifices ’*,—cannot be right.—^Why ?—Because it is a 
variable factor ; that is, the possession of wealth is a variable factor,—and 
no man is ‘ devoid of wealth ’ by his birth ; there are always ways and 
means whereby one can become ‘wealthy*.—^In fact, the term ^ yajeta^ 
(‘should sacrifice *) applies to anyone who is able to perform the sacrifice; 
and the term does not apply to one who is not in any way able to perform 
the sacrifice :—at the same time, it does not entirely exclude the person who 
(though not able at first, yet), somehow or other, becomes able to perform 
it; and the reason for this lies in the fact that the possession of wealth can 
be broiight aboiU as need arises ; it is impossible that a man should live with- 
‘Out any possession at all; so that as need arises, the necessary wealth can 
•be acquired. 



ADHiKARAisrA (9) : A man suffering from a bodily defect 
is entitled to perform sacrifices. 

StJTRA (41). 

The case of the man suffering from a bodily defect is like that 

OF THE MAN DEALT WITH (iN THE PRECEDING AdHUCARANA). 

Bhdfya. 

In connection with the Agnihotra and other sacrifices, there arises the 
following question, in relation to the man suffering from a bodily defect— 
Is such a man entitled to perform sacrifices or not ? 

The Purvapaksa view is that—“ he is incapable (and hence not entitled 
to perform sacrifices) 

The Siddhdnta is that, as he hcis the capacity [he is entitled to perform 
sacrifices].—^This is what is said in the Sutra— The case of the man suffering 
from a bodily defect is like that of the man dealt with in the preceding Adhikarana. 
—“ Like what ? ’’—^Like the man devoid of wealth. [That is, just as the 
man devoid of wealth is entitled to perform sacrifices so also is the man 
suffering from a bodily defect ; and on the same groimd of it being possible to - 
remedy the defect]. 



Adhikarana (10) : The man suffering from an incurable 
bodily defect is not entitled to perform 
sacrifices. 

SUTRA (42). 

Inasmuch as what is thebe since birth remains for ever [the 

PERSON SUFFERING FROM SUCH A BODILY DEFECT CANNOT BE 
ENTITLED TO PERFORM SACBIFICBS]. 

Bhdsya. 

We now proceed to consider the case of the man suffering from an 
incurable bodily defect—Is such a person entitled to perform sacrifices, 
or not ? 

The Piirvapakaa view is that —** according to the conclusion arrived at 
in the preceding Adhikarai^, the man should be entitled to perform 
sacrifices 

The Siddhdnta however is as follows :—^The man cannot be entitled;— 
why ?—because he has not the requisite capacity; he can never in any way, 
bo able to perform a sacrifice ; from which it follows that he is not entitled 
to perform them. 

Says the Opponent—“ The man should be regarded as qualified to do 
whatever he is able to do ; for instance, if he is blind, he can do everything 
in comiection with the sacrifice except the ‘ examining of the Clarified 
Butter ’ ;—if he is lame, he can do everything except the ‘ vi^ukrama * ; 
—if he is deaf, he can do everything except the hearing of the words of 
direction ; so that it is only these particular acts for which the man, who is 
blind or lame or deaf, cannot be qualified”. 

This is not right, we reply. Such acts as the ' examining of the Clarified 
Butter ' and the like are not enjoined in reference to the Man ; if they had 
been enjoined for him, then even the maimed person might be qualified 
for it;—they have however been enjoined in reference to (for the sake of) 
the sacrifice, because they occur in the context of the sacrifice, and also 
because it is not the Man (Agent) that is spoken of by the verb ; this has 
been already explained above under Su. 3. 4. 13.—^The said actions therefore 
are such that, if they were not done, the sacrifice, though performed, would 
be defective, and as such could not bring about its result.—Hence we con¬ 
cluded that the person in question is not qualified for the performance of 
sacrifices. 

[According to the Neo-Mimamsakaa, this disqualification applies only 
to the ‘ prospective acts not to those that are compiUsory,] 



AoHiKARAiirA (11): A man without ‘ Three Ootra-Rsis ’ 
is not entitled to perform the Darsha- 
Pur^mdsa sacrifice. 

SOTRA (43). 

One who cannot name ‘ Three R91S ’ should be excluded 
[from the performance], 

Bhd§ya, 

In connection with the Darsha-Purnamdsa, we read—‘ Arseyam vrnlte 
—Ekam vriiite—Dvau vrnlte—Trln vrnlte—Na chaturo vrnlte—Na pad- 
chdtivrnlte' [‘He should name the Ootra-rsis\ —he should name one l^si; — 
he should name two ;—^he should name three ^aia ;—he should not 

name four ^aia :—he should not name more than five ^aia ’). 

In regard to this, there arises the question—^Is the man who is unable 
to name ‘ three gotra-raia ’ entitled to perform the Daraha-Purnamdaa sacrifice, 
or not ? 

The Purvapakaa view on this question is as follows :—“ That man also 
who is unable to name ‘ Three gotra raia ’ is entitled to perform the sacrifice, 
—Why ?—Because the injimction is in the general form ‘ he should name the 
gotra-rfia * [without any special number]; hence it is open to the man to 
name one or two also; that this is so is made clear by the sentences—‘ He 
should name one,* ‘ he should name two ’; and this same fact is indicated 
also by the prohibitions of naming ‘ four * or ‘ more than five ’ : if there 
were no possibility of the ‘ four ’ or ‘ more than five ’ being named, there 
should have been no prohibition of it [as there can be no prohibition of what 
is absolutely impossible],—From all this it follows that that man also is 
entitled to perform the sacrifice who is unable to name ‘ three Ootra^raia 

Against the above, we have the following Siddhdnta :—The man who 
is unable to name ‘ Three Qotra-raia ’ is not entitled to perform the sacrifice. 
Why ?—Because of the specific declaration ‘ He should name three J^^ia*, 
—^which is to be ti.ken as an injunction, as what it lays down is not 
already known.—“ But there are other specific declarations—‘ he should 
neune one * and so forth.”—^These cannot be taken as injunctions ; as 
there is no injunctive affix in them.—“ The enjoining would be done by 
meajis of the commendation contained in the sentences; as in the case of the 
sentence ‘ he should name three J^aia —The answer to this is that the 
commendation is of three * hence it can enjoin the naming of three only. 
As for the sentences ‘ he should name one * and ‘ he should name two 
these also speak of the same three ftaia, but in parts (first of one, then of two); 
so that these two sentences also commend the three, with a view to enjoin 
them. In this way the enjoining would be done by a single sentence.— 
As for the other two sentences—‘ he should not name four *, * he should 
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not name more than five *,—^these may be taken as stating a settled fact.— 
From all this it follows that the person who is unable to name ‘ three ’ 
is not entitled to perform the Darsha-Purt^mdsa sacrifices. 

[This Adhikarana does not mean that the Daraha-Purrmrndsa can be performed 
by only those Brahmanas who have three and only three Pravara-^aia. —All that 
is meant is that those who are unable to name three Raia among their Qotra Raia are 
not entitled. So that persons with five Pravara-Raia become entitled. The pro¬ 
hibition that ‘ more than five shall not be named * makes this clear.— Tuptllcd.'] 



Adhikabana (12) ‘ Rathakdra-nydya ’; The ‘ Rathakdra \ 
who is not included among the ^ Three castes \ 
is entitled to perform Sacrifices. 

StJTRA (44). 

The text in question speaks of the Installation to be done by 

THE ‘ RaTHAKARA ’—BECAUSE SUCH IS THE DIRECT DECLARATION, 
WHICH MUST REFER TO ONE NOT ALREADY 
MENTIONED. 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with Fire-installation, we read— Varadsu rathakdra 
ddadhlta ’ [‘ The Rathakdra should install the Fire during the rains ’ ]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question—^Is this ‘ Rathakdra ’ in¬ 
cluded in any one of the three higher castes {Brdhmana, Ksattrlya, and 
Vaishya) ? or is he distinct from these ? 

The natural answer to this question [which is also the Siddhdnta A] 
is that the ‘ Installation ’ spoken of in the text is that to be done by the 
Rathakdra, who is not included in any of the three castes.—“ How so ? ”— 
Became such is the direct declaration ; and there is nothing that cannot be 
done by a direct declaration. This same declaration also makes it clear that 
the person spoken of here as doing the Installation is not among the three 
castes, and is in fact one that is not already mentioned in other texts ; that 
is to say, the Installation of Fire by the Brdhmana, the Ksattriya and the 
Vaishya has been already laid down in another text (as to be done 
during spring, summer, and autumn)-, hence, by elimination, the ‘Ratha- 
kSra ’ spoken of in the text in question (as to do the Installing dming the 
rains) must be other than these three. 

StJTRA (45). 

[PDrvapak^a]—“ The man referred to must be one belonging 

TO A REGULAR CASTE, AS THE SPECIAL NAME ONLY MENTIONS A 
PROFESSION ; AND THE ShCDRA HAS BEEN ALREADY 
EXCLUDED.” 

Bhdsya. 

“ The ‘ rathakdra ’ mmt he one belonging to a regular caste, —i.e. to one 
of the three castes;—^he is only specified here as ^rathakdra' {"chariot- 
maker*) in view of his profession ;—and the Shudra has already been ex¬ 
cluded ;—hence the Rathakdra must belong to one of the three castes.” 
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SUTRA (46). 

IAnswbb to PObvapak§a]—That cannot be; as the pbopbssion 

MENTIONED IS NOT ONE THAT IS SANCTIONED (FOB THE THREE 

castes). 

Bhd§ya, 

The ‘ Rathakdra ’ cannot belong to any of the three castes ; because 
any such profession as Chariot-making has been forbidden for the three castes; 
he can, however, be one who does not belong to any of the three castes ; 
and such a person, though not belonging to any of the three castes, would 
be entitled to perform the Installation on the strength of the direct declaration. 

SUTRA (47). 

There would be superfluity [if the text under consideration 

REFERRED TO A PERSON AMONG THE THREE CASTES] ; BECAUSE 
THESE HAVE BEEN ALREADY SPOKEN OF (iN ANOTHER 

text). 

Bhdsya. 

In regard to the Brdhmana, the Kaattriya and the Vaiahya^ the three 
aeasons spring (summer and autumn) have been already specified (for the 
Installation of Fire); if then the * rains ’ also were laid down in connection 
with any of those same castes, it would be entirely superfluous.—From this 
it follows that the ‘ Rathakdra ’ is not a person belonging to any of the three 
oastes. 

SUTRA (48). 

The text may be taken as a contingent declaration ”,—if this 
is urged [then the answer is as in the following Sutra]. 

Bhdsya. 

Says the Purvapaksin — “ If your view is that the Rathakdra cannot 
belong to any of the three castes, because it haa been forbidden for persons 
belonging to the three castes to make a living by any such craft (as Chariot¬ 
making),—then our reply is that the declaration may be taken as a con¬ 
tingent one; it is just possible that someone belonging to the three castes 
may —though wrongly—take up the profession of Chariot-making ; and 
what the text means is that if there be budi a one, the installation of Fire 
by him should be done during the rains 

SUTRA (49). 

It has ALREADY BEEN EXPLAINED THAT THESE DECLARATIONS ARE 

NOT CONTINGENT. 

Bhdsya, 

It has been already explained by us that the texts that are being con¬ 
sidered are not those that make any contingent declarations.—‘‘ What if 
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they are not contingent declarations ? ’*—^What follows is that they ar^ 
purely injunctive ; so that the Installing of the Fire by the three castes having 
been already enjoined in another text,—^if there were another injunction of 
the same,—^it would be entirely superfluous; and as a necessary consequence, 
the text in question should be taken as laying down the installation by one 
for whom it has not been enjoined already.—^It might be urged that “ this 
one declaration may be taken as contingent —But that cannot be ; because 
how can the Installation which has been spoken of in connection with the 
spring, the summer and the autumn, —^be connected with the rains ?— 
Then again, if the text in question is taken as injunctive, the Installing 
would be enjoined by ‘Direct Assertion whereas if it were taken as con¬ 
tingent, then the injunction of the rains could be only indicated by 
‘ Syntactical Connection * ; —and ‘ Direct Assertion ’ is more authoritative 
than ‘ Syntactical Connection —From all this it follows that the Installation 
spoken of in the text in question is that by one who does not belong to any 
of the three c€istes. 

SUTRA (50). 

[Final Siddhanta]—It is the inferior ‘ Saudhanvanas ’ that 

SHOULD BE UNDERSTOOD TO BE MEANT, ON THE STRENGTH OF 

CERTAIN Mantra-texts. 

Bhdsya, 

Everyone not belonging to any of the three castes is not a ‘ Rathakdra \ 

‘ Saudhanvana ’ is the name of a certain caste ; it is this caste ‘ Saudhanvana " 
that is meant; this caste is slightly ‘ inferior * to the three castes,—^it is a 
distinct caste, neither Shudra, nor Vaishya nor Ksattriya, and it is for persons 
of this caste that the text in question lays down the Installation of Fire.— 
“ How do you know that ? ’’—^We learn this from well-known usage and also- 
from certain Mantra^texts (a) There is the Mantra, ‘ Saudhanvana rhhava 
shurachaksasdh' (Rgveda, 1. 110. 4);—^the Mantra to be used by the 
Rathakdra at the Installing of Fire is ‘ ^bhundntu, etc,*;—Whence it follows that 
the ‘ Saudhanvanas ’ are the same a.s ‘ ftbhavah ’ ; and ‘ rhhavah ’ are ‘ ratha- 
haras'. —^s is indicated by the Mantra—^ Nemin nayanti rbhavo yathd* 
(Rgveda, 8. 75. 5), which shows that the ' B^havah' are those who fix up the 
tyre of the chariot-wheel ; and it is the * Rathakdra ’ (Chariot-maker) that 
fixes up the tyre of the Chariot-wheel. [Hence the Rathakdra is the same 
as Rbhu]. 

From all this^it follows that the Installation spoken of in the sentence- 
in question is that by persons who do not belong to any of the three higher- 
castes, and who are also not Shudras. 



ADHiKABAisrA (13): ‘‘ NisodastiuipcUi-nydya ’; The ‘ Nisdda 
who does not belong to one of the three higher castea, 
is entitled to perform the ‘ Eawdra-saerifice 

StJTRA ( 61 ). 

The ‘ Sthapati ’ (Chief) should be taken to be a ‘ Ni^Ida ’ : 

BECAUSE .SUCH IS THE SENSE OF THE WOBD. 

Bhdsya. 

The Raitdra-actcrifice is enjoined in the text—•* Vdaturnadhyt rawd/ram 
charum nirvapH yatra rudrah prajdk akamayU *—[‘ At the centre of the 
residence one should offer cooked rice to Rvdra ; whereupon Rudra would 
keep the children at peace * J.—^In connection with this sacrifice it has been 
declared—‘ Stayd niaddaathapatirn ydjayU ’ [‘ This sacrifice should be per¬ 
formed for the Niadda-chief^]. 

In regard to the exact signification of the compound ‘ niaddasthapcUim * 
{' Ni^da-chief') there arises the following question—^Is the person meant 
by this word a person included among those who have been declared (in 
the foregoing Adhikaratyia) as entitled to perform sacrifices ? or is he 
distinct from those ? 

On this question, the Puroapakaa view is as follows:—The Nisdda- 
chief is included among those who have been already declared to be entitled 
to perform sacrifices ; because it is only one of those that has the capacity 
to perform sacrifices, being possessed of the requisite learning and Fire ; 
anyone other than those would not have the requisite learning and Fire, 
and as such, would be devoid of the capacity to perform sacrifices.—• The 
term niadda-chief could not apply to anyone of those entitled to perform 
sacrifices —The answer to this is that the said term would not be inapplic* 
able ; as the compound would be taken as a Genitive Tatpurv ^—* ni§dddndm 
sthapatih \—and would thus stand for the Chief of the Ni^ddaa [and this 
Chief himself need not be a Niaddfx who is not among those entitled to 
perform sacrifices].—^Thus then the text in question should be taken as 
asserting the title of one whose title has been already established.” 

In answer to this we have the following Siddhdnta — The ‘ StJiapati * 
(Chief) ahoiUd be taken to he a * Ni§dda % becauae aitch ia the aenae of the word, 
A Nipada liimself should be understood to be the * Chief —“ Why ? ”— 
Becauae auch ia the aenae of the ward ; that is, the term ‘ niadda ’ can directly* 
denote the Nipdda only; a ‘Chief of the Nipddaa^ (who is himself not a 
Niadda) —^it could indicate only indirectly (figuratively);—and wlien there 
is a conflict between ‘ Direct Denotation ’ and ‘ Indirect Indication the 
right course is to accept the Direct Denotalion^ not the Indirect Indication, — 
The Opponent might argue thus—“ Wliat has been urged does not aflect 
our position; the term ‘ nipdda * (in our case also) denotes the Nipdda only ; 

20 
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all that we say is that it should be taken in the Genitive case [so that the 
compound means '‘the sthapatij Chief, of the —This, however, 

cannot be right; as the Genitive ending is absent; as a matter of fact, we 
do not find the Genitive ending here.—Says the Opponent—“ On the strength 
of the elision (that always takes place in compounds), the sense of the 
€tenitive is imderstood —True, it is so understood ; but it is understood 
not from elision ,—“ Then, from what ? —^It is understood from the ‘ indirect 
indication' by the term ^nisdda^; [i.e., the term 'nisada' in the compoimd 
is taken as indirectly indicating * nisdddndm\ ‘ of the Nisddas* ; while directly 
it denotes the Niadda himself }; and it has been already explained that 
Indirect Indication is weaker (than Direct Denotation) ; the interpretation of 
the compound nisddasthapati'') as a Karmadhdraya, whereby the term 
‘ niadda ’ qualifies the term ‘ sthapati *—[and the compound thus means 
the chief who is a Ni-pdda }—is more logical [than the Genitive Tatpuniaa^ 
suggested by the Purvapakain], Because in the Karmadhdraya compound, 
the two terms retain their natural connotations; and the Accusative ending 
(appearing at the end of the compound ' niaddasthapatim ") becomes con¬ 
nected, in common, with both the terms (‘ niadda ' and ‘ sthapati ') ; hence the 
term ‘ niadda ' as occurring in the compound is understood to be the Niadda 
marked hy the sense of the Accusative, Under the circumstances, if one 
were to impose upon it the sense of the Genitive^ he would be assuming what 
is not expressed at all.—^From all this it follows that the Sthapati, Chief, 
that is meant, should himself be a N i§dda. 


SUTRA (52). 

Also because we find texts indicative of the same 

CONCLUSION. 

Bhdsya, 

We find the following text as indicative of the same conclusion— 
* Kutam dakaind * [‘A false coin is the sacrificial fee’] (Taitti. Sarh. 1. 8. 9. 1), 
—^where a coin is mentioned which is current among Niaddaa only : a ‘ false 
coin ’ is of use to Niaddaa only, not to Aryas ; consequently such coin would 
be in the possession of Nipddas only. 


End of Pdda i of Adhydya F7, 



ADHYlYA VI. 

PlDA II. 

Adhikarana (1): Every individual member taking part in 
a ‘ Satra ’ shares its Results. 

StJTRA (I). 

Inasmuch as each man helps in the accomplishment of the 

DESIRED END, THE TITLE TO THE PERFORMANCE SHOULD 
BE TAKEN AS ACCRUING TO EACH. 

Bhd^ya. 

There are the following texts—‘ Dvddashdhena prajdkdmarn ydjayU ’ 
f‘ For one desiring offspring, he should perform the Dvddashdha sacrifice ’];— 
‘ ^ddhi-lcdmd upeyuh * Those desiring prosperity should take to the 
sacrifice ’);—then again, with a view to diverse purposes, ‘ Evankdrndh 
satramupeyuh ’ [‘ Desiring such and such a thing, they should take up the 
^ Saptaddshdvardh chaturvimshxitiparamdh satramdslran' [‘Not less 
than seventeen and not more than twenty-four should perform the Sa4ra ’]. 

In regard to all this, there arises the question—Who is entitled to perform 
the Satra ? Is it each individual person desiring the whole fruit of the 
Satra ? or the whole group, as a group, desiring that fruit ? 

Objection (to the question)—“ In the text the persons desiring the 
fruit are spoken of as several in nmnber; how then can there be any possibility 
of each of them singly being entitled to perform the sacrifice ? ” 

Answer —^The text contains the term ' rddhikdmdh' (" persons desiring 
prosperity'*); this is applicable to persons having the qualification of desiring 
prosperity, taken collectively as well as severally ; and it is not possible to 
restrict it to several persons ; it is for this reason that there arises the question 
as to whether the term entitles each of the persons severally or all of them 
collectively. 

On this question, the Purvapakaa view is as follows :—“ It is not possible 
for each person singly to perform a sacrifice wliich can be performed only 
by several performers ; then again, we understand from the words of the 
text that the whole Group collectively as desiring the fruit is the performer 
of the sacrifice ; and the result of an action cannot accrue to one who is not 
its performer;—the text does not speak of any single person as the performer; 
—hence the result must accrue to all the persons collectively ; it may be that 
parts of the result accrue to the individuals singly; but the whole result must 
accrue to the whole group in common.” 

Against this Purvapaksa we have the following Siddhdnta: —^The result 
following from the Satra should be taken as accruing to each person desiring 
that result;—why ?— beta'oae each man helps in the accomplishment of the 
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desired end ; that is, when an act is done by several persons together, each of 
them helps in the accomplishment of the desired end; and further, the 
reenilt of an act should always accrue to the performer of the act, and in 
the case in question, each of the persons concerned is the performer of the 
ScUra ,—Says the Opponent—“ We have already pointed out that no single 
man can do what has been. declared as to be done by several men —Our 
answer to this is that each of them can certainly perform the Satra, when 
we take him independently by himself; that is, it is possible for each of 
the men concerned to undertake the performahce by himself on his own 
account; in which case, in order to make up the prescribed number of 
‘ performers *, he would secure the co-operation of others by persuasion and 
other methods;—^in this case even a single man would accomplish and 
secure the desired end for himself; while each of the others also helps in it; 
and thus all of them axe ‘ performers * in the sense that they are all required 
to be there as such [for if they were not there as ‘ performers *, the sacrifice 
would not be a Satra, and hence would not bring about the desired result]. 
Thus then, even in a case where all of them undertake the performance 
collectively, the result should accrue to each of them severally. 


SUTRA (2). 

Then again, it is in its vBRy origin that the act is connected 
[with the number of men] : The case of several men 
performing the same act would be like the 
seeing of an animal by several men. 

Bhdsya. 

Then again, there is no incongruity in one and the same act being 
performed by several men.—^It might be argued tliat—“ there is certainly 
this incongruity that when one man is doing the act, what would the second 
be doing at the time ? ”—The answer to this is that there would be this 
incongruity in a case where the act were one meant to be done by turns ; 
in a case, however, where the act is meant to be done conjointly, it is quite 
possible for several men to take part in it at the same time. For instance, 
in the case of " seeing an animal ’—^a horse or an elephant,—each man that 
sees it has the whole perception of it; in the same manner, there would be 
common action in regard to the Satra ; the things used at the sacrifice would 
belong to all in common, and it would be into the common sacrificial 
(Ahavanlya) Fire that the Adhvaryu priest would throw in the offerings; 
and in this act all the men concerned would be * performers ’ in common. 

Then again, the connection with the several men in this oaae is not one 
that has been laid down (in a subsidiary injimction) separately from the 
injunction of the sacrifice itself; in fact, it is in the v^ry originative injunction 
of the sacrifice that the connection of the,sacrifice with the num^r (plurality 
of performers) has been spoken of. If it had been spoken, of in a separate 
injimction after the originative injimction qf ,the sacrifice, then .the declara- 
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tion might be taken to mean that the result must accrue to the several 
men collectively. Such cannot be the meaning when the connection occurs 
in the originative injimction itself. 

From all this, it follows that each of the performers is connected with 
the whole Result of the Satra. 



ADHiKARAisrA (2): There should be only one Performer at 
the Darsha and other such sacrifices. 

SUTRA (3). 

[PCfRVAPAK§A continued] —“ Inasmuch as, in connection with 

THE PERFORMANCE OF SACRIFICES, IT IS ONLY THE ‘ MAN ’ 

THAT IS SPOKEN OF, AS MANY AS LIKE MAY TAKE 
PART IN THE PERFORMANCE.” 

Bhdsya. 

We have the texts—‘ Darshapurnamdsdbhydm svargakdmo yajUa' 
Desiring heaven, one should perform the Darsha-Purnamdsa sacrifices *] ; 
‘ Jyotisfomena svargakdmo yajeta ’ [‘ Desiring heaven, one should perform the 
Jyotiatoma sacrifice ’]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question—Are the performances at 
these sacrifices to be done by one, two, or more men without any restric¬ 
tion ? or should it be by one only ? 

\Que8tion objected to ^—“ It has been already explained in Chapter III 
(3. 7. 18) that the fruit of the act accrues to the performer.” 

Answer —When the fruit accrues to the performer, then due significance 
must attach to the singular number,—this we are going to explain later 
on. But that is precisely what is questioned here, and is going to be settled 
later on. 

On this question then, the Purvapaksa view is as follows :—” As many 
as like may take part in the performance. —‘ How so ? ’—Because it is only 
the man that is spoken of ; the man alone is spoken of ; the words of the 
text having enjoined the sacrifice in connection with the Man has served 
its purpose, and hence it cannot preclude the possibility of one or two or 
more men performing that sacrifice. As a matter of fact, it is not the Man 
that is enjoined in connection with the sacrifice, —the injunction does not 
mean that ‘ the man should accomplish the sacrifice ’ or that ‘ the man 
should accomplish the result by means of the sacrifice ’ ;—what it means is 
that ‘ the man should attain the result by means of the sacrifice \ So that 
the man is not an accessory either of the sacrifice or of the aecomplishmerU 
of the result ; if he had been accessory, either of the sacrifice or of the 
accomplishment of the result, then, in that case, the Number, being itself 
an accessory, could qualify the other accessory, Man. —^When, however, 
the Man is not an accessory, if the Number were to qtialify him, it could 
do so only indirectly as an indicative, not as a qualification; and in that case 
the Singular Number could not be regarded as significant ; and under 
the circiunstances, the Singular Number could not qualify, at a single stroke, 
all the things that may be spoken of and that may be capable of being 
so qualified.— Question —* How then do you get at the idea of the Man being 
the principal factor ? ’— Answer —[That is due to the following facts]— 
There is no need for the appearance of the result, nor for the appearance 
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of the sacrifice ; what is always desired is that the man’s own self should 
become connected with the result; and that every action should be done 
to that end ;—otherwise (if this were not so desired) then an act, even though 
enjoined, would never be performed ; and the injunction itself would become 
entirely futile.—From this it follows that as many as may desire may perform 
the sacrifice^ —it may be performed by one or two or more men.—This same 
conclusion is clearly indicated by the following texts—(a) ‘ Yuvdm hi sthah 
svarpatH^ (RgvMa 9. 19. 2), where it is clear that the words are addressed 
to two sacrificers ; and (h) Ete asrgramindavah ', etc. (Rgveda 9. 6. 2. 1), 
where it is clear that it is addressed to several sacrific^ers, —Thus it is clear 
that a sacrifice may have two or more performers.” 

SUTRA (4). 

fPfiRVAPAK^A continued : an objection to the PCbvapak^a]— 
‘‘ It might be argued that ‘ Both the ideas are equally 

EXPRESSED BY THE WORDS OF THE INJUNCTION,’ ”—IF 
THIS IS URGED [THEN THE ANSWER IS AS GIVEN 
IN THE FOLLOWING SffTRA]. 

Bhdsya. 

The Opponent may bring forward the following argument —* Both 
the ideas are equally expressed by the words of the injunction; that is, the 
v'ords of the injunctions express both the ideas—(1) one should accomplish 
the sacrifice and (2) one should attain the result of the sacrifice.—^How so ?— 
Because we actually derive these two notions from the words. Under the 
circumstances, we cannot be sure as to which of the two we are to reject 
(as not really expressed). Hence we must accept both to be equally expressed. 
—It might be argued that it is not right for the same sentence to have two 
meanings.—But the answer to that is tlxat it must be right to accept that 
as the meaning of a sentence which is found to be actually expressed by it. 
Hence in the case in question, the only right course is to take both the 
ideas to be equally expressed.—Such being the case [and at least one meaning 
of the text being that one should accomplish the sacrifice], the Man 
appears as an accessory of this accomplisliment of the sacrifice ; and hence 
the singular nmnher used in connection with him must be regarded as signi¬ 
ficant [and the sacrifice should have only one performer]’.” 

SUTRA (5). 

fPtTRVAPAK§A concluded : PCrvapaksin’s answer to the above 
objection]—‘‘ The whole thing being for the sake of the 
Man, he cannot be regarded as an accessory (to 
THE sacrifice) ; because this would be something 
different, assumed without reason ;—speci¬ 
ally AS Man is the predominant factor.” 

Bhdsya. 

“ \Reply'] —What has been urged in the preceding Sutra cannot be 
right; because the whole thing being for the sake of Man, —i.e., the Man being 
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the predominant factor,— he cannot he regarded aa an accessory, —So long 
as a reason is not adduced, we cannot accept any other (different) idea; 
€uid the idea of Man being the subordinate factor is certainly oth^r than— 
different from —^the idea of his being the predominant factor. That in the 
present connection, the man is meant to be the predominant factor is clear 
from the fact that it is only thus that the text can have any sense. Thus 
it is not possible for the Performer, Man, to be regarded as the subordinate 
factor; specially as there is only one Injunction; there is only one 
injunctive text; and if that one text were to enjoin either the appearance 
of the result or the appearance of the sacrifice, then the Performer could 
not be enjoined directly by himself ; if the Performer were enjoined directly 
by himself, then the sacrifice or the result could come in only as subservient 
to him. All this cannot be done simultaneously ; because being enjoined 
by himself is one thing, while for the man to be enjoined as subservient 
to something else, or for that something to be enjoined as subservient to 
the man, is a totally different thing. For instance, in a case where Devadatta 
is recognised as shooting arrows with both hands,—^this shooting cannot 
be done by both hands simultaneously; in fact what happens is that at the 
time that he shoots with the right hand, then with the left hand he is 
bending the back of the bow, and does not do the shooting with the latter, 
because it is otherwise engaged;—in the same manner, in a case where Man 
is enjoined as the predominant factor, the Sacrifice or the Result is recognised 
€ks the subordinate factor,—^becatise the injimction is otherwise engaged 
(in pointing to the predominance of the Man) ; consequently, neither of 
these latter is recognised as the predominant factor.—^From all this it follows 
that the Man is not a subordinate factor, in relation to either the Sacrifice 
or to the Result; and as many as may like,—one or two or several persons— 
may take part in the performance of the sacrifice.” 

SUTRA (6). 

[Siddhakta]—In reality, the Man should be taken as mentioned 

ONLY FOR THE SAKE OF THE PERFORMANCE (OF THE ACT), HIS 
RELATIONSHIP (TO THE ACT) BEING INDICATED BY THE 
MENTION OF THE ‘ DESIRE ’ ;—^IN EVERY CASE THERE 
IS A DISTINCT INJUNCTIVE TEXT IN RELATION TO 
EACH OF THE THINGS (THAT ABB MEANT TO BE 
enjoined),—AS WE FIND IN THE CASE OF 

THE ‘ Black Antblopb-Horn 
Bhd§ya, 

The phrase ^ api vd* (‘in reality’) sets aside the Purvapaksa view. 

The Performer shoidd be taken as mentioned only for the sake of the 
performance of the act, and not independently by himself.—“ Why so ? ”— 
Because what the injimotive term ‘ yajeta *, ‘ should sacrifice ’, signifies 
is that ‘ one should accomplish the sacrifice ’, or that ‘ one should accom¬ 
plish something by means of the sacrifice ’; so that, so far as the Man is 
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-concerned, it is his mere ecciatence that is implied, not the fact of his being 
•either theor the receptacle of the Result.—As for the term ‘desiring 
heaven’ (* 8vargakdmah^)y all thfeit it denotes is desire for heaveuy and does 
mot include in itself any special feature, either of the Man himself or of any 
one else.—And in matters like the one under consideration, we have no 
-other reliable means of knowledge except the Verbal Texts. [Hence what 
is not expressed by the words of the Texts, we cannot accept as being 
denoted as the predominant factor; that is why the Man cannot be regard¬ 
ed, in the present connection, as the predominant factor,] 

Says the Opponent—“ In what maimer is the connection between the 
Man and the desire comprehended ? ” 

It is indicated by the mention of the ‘ desire Even when it is not 
stated in so many words, ‘ one who desires results ’ desires it for himself, 
not for any other person. In a case where both things are meant to be 
spoken of, there ia a distinct injunctive text in relation to each of them ; for 
instance, we have the two texts— (a) ‘ Kranavisdnayd kan4uyati ’ [‘ One 
should rub liis body with the Black Antelope-Horn ’],—and (6) ‘ ChdtvdU 
krsvmviadnarn prdayati ’ f ‘ Throws the Black Antelope-Horn into the pit *]— 
(Taitti. Sam. 6. 1. 3. 8) [where the Rubbing of the Body and the Throwing of 
the Horny both being meant to be enjoined, there is a distinct text for each]. 
Ill the same manner, in a case where there would be two distinct injunctive 
texts, there alone could both predominance and auhaervience of the Man be 
comprehended. In the case in question there are not two distinct injunctive 
texts; the Man is however clearly spoken of as the subordinate factor in 
the injunction *bhdvayet' (‘should bring into existence’), wherein the 
‘ sacrifice ’ appears either as the instrument or the objective [the sense being 
either that ‘ the man should bring into existence, or accomplish, the result 
by means of the sacrifice or that ‘ he should bring into existence, i.e., accom¬ 
plish, the sacrifice itself ’]. As for the predominance of the Many that is only 
implied indirectly through the mention of the connection of ‘ desire ’ ; the fact 
being that no one requires the mere appearance of Happiness by itself, what 
the Soul of the Man desires is his connection with the happiness ;—thus it is 
that the predominance of Man is indirectly implied by this connection, and 
mot directly expressed by any Vedic Text. 

Thus Man being the subordinate factor, the singular number pertaining 
to him must be regarded as significant. 

StJTRA (7). 

[Objection] —[The desire] may be [for the result] on behalf of 

ANOTHER PERSON ”,—^IF THIS IS URGED [THEN THE ANSWER 
WOULD BE AS GIVEN IN THE FOLLOWING S(TTRA]. 

Bhdsya, 

The Opponent may argue as follows:—“ The man who desires Heaven 
for another person can also be spoken of as ‘ desiring heaven ’ (‘ svargakdmah ’); 
:«o that one man may perform the sacrifice with a view to the attainment 
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of Heaven by another person ; and this would upset the conclusion aarrived 
at before, regarding the result of enjoined actions accruing to the performer 
(Su. 3. 7. 18).” 

SUTRA (8). 

{Ayiswer] —There is no connection in the case of an act done. 

FOR THE sake OF ANOTHER. 

Bhdsya. 

We do not mean that ‘ one should not perform the sacrifice with a 
desire to lead to another person’s attainment of Heaven’,—nor that the 
term ‘ desiring heaven ’ does not express ‘ one desiring heaven for some one 
else ’ ;—what we do mean is that under such circumstances, the other man 
does not obtain the Resiilt.—” Why should he not obtain the result ? ”— 
Because of the text containing a particular ending,—in the word ‘ yajeta » 
(‘should sacrifice’), as also in the word " ddadhxta^ (‘should install’) in the 
text ‘ the Brdhmarm should install the Fire during spring ’ [in both cases 
there is the Ahnanepada ending, which clearly expresses the idea that the 
result following from the action spoken of must accrue to the man himself 
who performs the act, not to any other person]. If a similar ending is 
found in the text speaking of the ‘ desire ’ (result), it must be taken as a 
reference to this same idea. 

SUTRA (9). 

[Objection] —‘‘ The desire for a particular result may be the. 

CONTINGENCY [UNDER WHICH THE SACRIFICE MAY BE PERFORMED 
FOR ANOTHER PERSON] ”—^IF THIS IS URGED [THEN THE 
ANSWER WOULD BE AS IN THE FOLLOWING St?TRA]. 

Bhdsya. 

[Says the Opponent]—” If you hold the opinion that the term ‘ desiring 
heaven ’ is not incapable of denoting the person desiring heaven for another 
person^ —and that one man does not perform a sacrifice for another simply 
because in that case no results are accomplished,—then, it may be possible 
for one to perform such a sacrifice (vicariously), with a view to obtaining the 
results mentioned in the Suktavdka-hymny wherein we read the words— 
—‘ Ashaste ‘ yam yajamdnah dyurdshdste ’ [‘ This sacrificer hopes for longe¬ 
vity ’] (Taitti. Bra. 3. 5. 10. 4)—where the Hotr-priest (who recites the 
hymn) points to the sacrificer who has engaged him to officiate on his 
behalf ;—and that these words contain the injunction of Results (in the 
shape of Longevity) is clear from the fact that the reciting of the Suktavdka 
itself has already been enjoined in another text —" Suktavdkena prastaram 
praharati ’ [‘ One should offer the Kusha-hundle with the Suktavdka ’]. 
It is only when the Mantra^ ^ Ashdste, etc' is taken as an injunction of 
restUts, that it is possible for the Kusha-hundle to be offered with the- 
Suktavdka (in accordance with the latter injunction) ; otherwise, an unseen. 
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(transcendental) result would have to be assumed.—From this it follows 
that it is possible for one to perform a sacrifice for another person, for the 
purpose of bringing about incidental results.” 


SUTRA (10). 

[Answer] —That cannot be ; because it is compulsory (not 

contingent). 

Bhd§ya, 

Answer —^What has been argued above is not possible ; as the incidental 
result also should accrue to the same man to whom the principal result 
accrues. It is only thus that the installation of Fire can be done by one 
for liimself ; and there is no peculiarity in the case of the Installation being 
done for oneself (which is not present in the case of other acts also) ; and 
we know that in the case of Installation, all kinds of results—incidental 
as well as principal—accrue to the man who does the installing, —^Then 
again, in the case cited, it would be inconsistent for the sacrifice to be both 
‘ compulsory * and ‘ prospective ’ (optional): that is to say, if the act of 
sacrificing (offering of the Kmha-bundle) were done (by the Hotr) for the 
purpose of liis employee attaining ‘ longevity *, then the said could not be 
compulsory (as it would be done only with a view to a particular desired 
end) ; on the other hand, if the act were compulsory, then it could not be 
prospective (done only with a view to a certain desired result). 

From all this it follows that our view^ does not go against any conclusions 
already arrived at (under Su. 3. 7. 18); as the Man has not been laid down 
as the predominant factor ; he is, in fact, a subordinate factor ; and hence 
the singular number must be significant; so that there can be only one 
sacrificer to each sacrifice. 


SUTRA (II). 

{OhgeMion] —But in certain texts, the act has been actually 
indicated as to be done [by more than one performer],*’ 

—IF this is urged [then the answer would be as in 
the following SCtra]. 

Bhdsya. 

The following argument has been urged by the Purvapaksin :—“ The 
following texts clearly show that a sacrifice may be performed by two and 
more persons— (a) ‘ Yuvdm hi sthah snarpatl* [Rgveda 9. 19. 2), which shows 
that this Mantra should be used in the case of there being two sacriflcers ^— 
and (b) ^ Ete asrgramindavah' (Rgveda 9. 62. 1), which shows that this 
Mantra is to be used in the case of there being several sacrificers. All this 
shows that acts may be performed by two and more sacrificers.” 

This argument has got to be refuted [which we do below]— 
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SUTRA (12). 

TffAT CANNOT BB ; THESE ARB PARTICULAR OASES WHERE THE ACT IS 
ACTUALLY DECLARED TO BB SUCH AS TO REQUIRE TWO OR 
MORE PERFORMERS. 

Bhd^ya, 

What hews been urged above is not possible in all cases. In fact, in 
connection with the texts quoted, they actually declare the presence of two 
and more sacrificers;—^just as it is in the case of the Ahlna sacrifices {ScUras), 
where a large number of performers have been actually enjoined ; and this 
injunction becomes effective only when they are actually performed by 
the several sacrificers.—[But these are special cases, specially provided for ; 
but that cannot apply to the case of other sacrifices].—Hence we conclude 
that as a rule, only one man is to perform a sacrifice. 



Adhikarana (3) : Even a ‘ prospective ’ sacrifice, when 
commenced, must he continued to the end. 

StJTRA (13). 

By reason of the oommenobment, the act must be finished ; 

BECAUSE THE ‘ COMMENCEMENT * OP AN ACT IS A CONTINGENCY 
UNDER WHICH IT HAS TO BE CARRIED ON. 

Bhdaya. 

There are certain acts laid down in such texts as—‘ Desiring offsprings 
one should perform a sacrifice ’ ;—‘ Desiring a village, one should perform 
a sacrifice \ 

In regard to such acts, there arises the question—^When one such act 
has been commenced, must it be carried on to the end ? Or it may be 
carried on or abandoned, as one may like ? 

The natural answer to this question [and the Siddhdnta} is that the 
act must be carried on to the end.—Why so ?—What the text says is that 
‘ Desiring sxich and such a result, one should perform a sacrifice ’; and the 
meaning of the verb ‘ should perform a sacrifice ’ they explain to be that it lays 
down tlie act from its beginning to its end ; that is, the verb denotes an opera¬ 
tion beginning with the commencement and ending with its completion ;— 
and it is not like the act of ‘ cooking * or of ‘ giving away ’; in the case of the 
action of * cooking’, it is the mere presence of the act of cooking that is 
expressed ; it does not mean that having been commenced, it must be carried 
on to the end.—It is in this sense (of the complete act) that people in 
ordinarj^ life also understand all verbs. In fact, what the injunctive text 
enjoins is not really the effort of man to commence an act; because people 
do not necessarily commence only what has been enjoined; but they 
necessaril> carry on to the end what has been enjoined. Hence what the 
verb denotes is not both the commfwncement and the completion^ —but the 
completion only ; and the commencement comes in only as necessarily implied 
in the completion. Hence we conclude that it is completion of the act that 
is denoted by the verb. When, thus, what is denoted is the completion of 
the act, it is this that should be taken to be enjoined netobe done ; €uid there 
is no injimction, as to be done, in regard to the mere commencement of the 
act. Hence the commencement of an act is not necesseury, what is necessary 
is the completion of what ha.s been conunenced. Consequently, after the 
commencement of the act, if the desire for the particular result (desired 
to be obtained by means of that act) should cease,-—or if the result should 
be actually acquired (before the completion of the act),—even under these 
circumstances, the completing of what has been commenced is absolutely 
necessary. 

Says the Opponent—“ As a matter of fact, what is enjoined as to be 
done is what is desired by the man.” 
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Not so ; what is desired by the man is expressed by the sentence (‘ Syn¬ 
tactical Connection ’), while the idea that the sacrifice should he performed 
is obtained from ‘ Direct Assertion 

From all this it follows that when a man ‘ desiring a village ’ has 
commenced a sacrifice, he must complete it. The mention of the ‘ desire 
for village ’ thus is only a contingent condition ;—and when an act is 
declared as to be done when that contingency has come about, that act 
(started under that contingency) has to be completed even though the 
contingency may have ceased to exist. It has been enjoined that what 
heus been commenced should be completed; and this completing has 
to be done even when the said contingency may have ceased to exist ; 
because what has ceased to exist cannot be said to have not ccnne int,o 
existence ; and it is the coming into existence of the contingency,—not its 
continued presence —which is the contingency (under which the act is to be 
done). Hence it follows that even when the desire for the Result has ceased, 
what has been commenced must be completed. Because the ccnnmencement 
of the act is the contingency under which it started, and it should also be 
the contingency under which it should be carried on to its end. 


SUTRA (14). 

[PObvapak.^in’s objection]— ‘‘ In fact, inasmuch as the Man only 

WANTS the result, THERE CAN BE NO COMPULSION ; JUST AS 
THERE IS NONE IN REGARD TO WHAT HAS NOT BEEN 
COMMENCED.” 

Bhdsya. 

The particle ‘ ’ (‘in fact ’) sets aside the view expressed above. 

In fact, there can he no compulsion ;—why ?— because the man only 
uxints the result ; what is laid down by the Injimctive text is only that the 
act mentioned is'the means to be employed by one * who wants the result ’,— 
i.e. who is desirous of bringing about the result;—and it is not the idea 
that it should he done that is laid down by the text. Because if the idea 
that it should he accomplished were laid down, it could refer either to the 
sacrifice or to the Result [as it is only these that can be accomplished^ ;—it 
could not refer to the Result; because when a man desires something, he 
does not need to be told that he should accomplish it ; he himself knows it very 
well that he has to accomplish the result that he desires ; what he does not 
know however is the means of accomplishing that result;—this is what he 
wants to know ; so that to him the teaching is addressed that sacrifice is 
the required means,—i.e. the desired resiilt is to be accomplished by means of 
the sacrifice.—It cannot be the sacrijice that is desired to be accomplished ; 
as this would be inconsistent with the perceptible fact that the performance 
of a sacrifice is a source of discomfort (and as such cannot be desired) ; 
there is no such inconsistency, however, when it is something else that is 
meant to be accomplished by means of the sacrifice. Further, if the sacrifice 
itself were meant to be accomplished, then, it would be necessary to assume 
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resiilt for it; but there is no authority for any such assumption. Then again, 
*the injunction that it should he accomplished is possible only in regard to 
things that are capable of being accomplished.—From all this it follows 
that the sacrifice cannot be what is meant to he acx^omplished. — What 
then is done by the injunctive text is that the desired result is referred to 
as what is to he accomplished, and then in reference to that result, the sacrijice 
is enjoined as the means, —From this it follows that the sacrifice need not 
necessarily be completed ; just as an act that has not been commenced 
need not be commenced,—similarly what has been commenced need not 
be completed.—As for the argument that what is indicated by ‘ Syntactical 
•Connection * is set aside by what is declared by ‘ Direct Assertion —this has 
been already answered.—Hence we conclude that there can be no compulsion 
fin regard to the completing of what has been commenced).’* 


SUTRA (15). 

\Answer ]— As a matter of fact, there must be compulsion ; be¬ 
cause IT (commencement) IS A CONTINGENCY UNDER WHICH THERE 
MUST BE COMPLETION ; IN FACT, IT SHOULD BE AN 
INCENTIVE TO THE PERFORMER. 

Bhdsya, 

Commencement is the contingency imder which there must be completion. 
—^How so ?— Because it should he an incentive to the performer. —What is 
the incentive ?—Firmness of determination ; the man who always completes 
what he has commenced is not blamed by cultured people—‘ he is only 
brave at commencing things, which he never sees through, he is not one 
with whom one should associate in business ’ ;—such blame from cultiu*ed 
people is undesirable ; hence it is necessary that when an act has been 
commenced, it should be completed. 

Says the Opponent—“ Why should cultured people blame such a 
person ? ” 

The answer to this is that they do blame such persons ; the fact is 
there ; what is the use of seeking for the cause (of such blame) ? 



Adhikarana (4): In the case of ordinary temporal acts^ it 
is not necessary that v)hat has been commenced must 
he completed. 

StJTRA (16). 

[PCfRVAPAK^A continued] —“Temporal acts also shoitld be treated* 
LIKE THE Scriptural acts ; as in their case also, thebe is 

AN IDEA OF THE PRESIDING DEITY DERIVED FROM 

that same source.’’ 

Bhd§ya. 

Some one has commenced erecting a house, or a cart, or a chariot ;~ 
after some time the desire for the hnished thing has ceased,—or he has got, 
by other means, what he wanted ;—^now in regard to this case, there arises 
the question—shovild the man necessarily' complete what he commenced 
to do ? Or might he give it up when he likes ? 

The Purvapaksa view on this question is as follows:—“ Temporal acts 
also, after having been commenced, must be completed; just like Scriptural 
acts, these ordinary temporal acts also must necessarily be completed.— 

‘ Why so ? *—Because in their case also there is an idea of the presiding deity 
derived from that same source ; i.e. from that same course we can derive 
the idea of a presiding deity in the case of drdinary temporal acts also.— 

‘ From what source ? ’—^From the scriptures ; there are texts speaking of 
the ‘ scriptures ’ of carpenters ; and there also we recognise the functioning 
of presiding deities ; there being such notions a.s ‘ such and such deities 

preside over the Eastern quarter, and such others over the other quarters’._ 

Such being the case, if there is blame by the cultured in the case of not 
completing a commenced act, wherein there is some functioning of deities 

spoken of in the scriptures there is in the case of Scriptural acts),_then 

there should be similar blame in the case of the temporal acts also. [Hence 
these latter also have to be completed.] ” 

StJTRA (17). 

[PCBVAPAK.SA concluded] — “ Then again, in the case of failuke, 

THEY LAY DOWN ORDINANCES (FOR EXPIATION).” 

Bhd^ya. 

“ In the C6tse of the failure of temporal acts, they—ue. the Carpenters 
(for instance)— lay down ordinances for expiation ; such as—‘ If the spoke 
breaks, Indrabdhu should be tied, and a Brdhmaiyi should be fed on milk- 
rice ’. Now if this expiatory act is for the purpose of an uhseen transcend¬ 
ental effect,—then it could not be so unless it had its source in the scriptures. 
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Even though it be taken only as a preventive of repetition of the same 
accident, even so, the ordinance is honoured ; [and as such it may itself 
be regarded as a scriptiu'e].’' 


SUTRA (18). 

[SIDDHANTA]- In RBAIjITY, the source of the acts in question is not 

SCRIPTURAL ; THEY CANNOT JUSTIFY THE ASSUMPTION OF A SCRIP¬ 
TURE ; THEY SHOULD BE TAKEN AS DICTATED BY THE NEEDS 
(OF MAN) ; IT IS ONLY IN THE CASE OF WHAT CANNOT BE 
KNOWN (by the ordinary MEANS OF KNOWLEDGE) THAT 
THE SCRIPTURE CAN SERVE A USEFUL PURPOSE. 

Bhdsya. 

The particle ^ tu' (‘in reality *) implies the rejection of the Purvapakaa, 

What we assert is that the source of the acts in question is not scriptural. 
You infer the existence of a scripture (for carpenters) from their Smrti (rules 
and regulations) ; it is true that there can be no Smrti (rules) without a 
corresponding scripture, and without a Smrti, there could be no books 
dealing with carpentry ;—but what we hold is that, there is certainly a 
Smrti (rule) in the case ; but it is in the form—‘ It is when built in such and 
such a manner that a house or some such thing becomes beautiful ’,—and 
not in the form—‘ From the performance of this act of building, there follows 
an unseen transcendental result ’.—As regards the house being ‘ beautiful *, 
that can bo known oven without a scripture; and being thus known, it could be 
‘ remembered ’ (in the form of Smrti’rules). Thus there is no need for 
assuming a scripture as tho basis for the said Smrti rules (which have been 
shown to be based upon ordinary experience). If, without a scripture, 
there were nothing to indicate tho act, then alone would there be need for 
a scripture ; and in that case alone would there be a justification for assuming 
such a scripture. —From all this we conclude that the act in question is not 
one laid down in the scriptures. It is only in the case of an act which Ls 
laid down in the scriptures, or which deals with a deity, that cultured 
people censiure the performer if he leaves it half-done. 

Says the Opponent—“ In connection with the acts in question also, 
certain deities have been accepted,—‘ offerings should be made to such 
and such a deity towards tho East, and to such another in that other 
quarter 

The deities that culturcxi people accept are in relation to the Man, not 
in relation to the house (he is building) ; hence what has been urged does not 
affect oiu* position. 


21 



Adhikarana (5) : ‘ Kalanja-nydya ’: Evil befalls a man 
on the performance of a prohibited act. 

SUTRA (19). 

[PCjrvapak^a]—“ In the case of Prohibitions, as there is no 

POSITIVE ACT (prescribed), THERE MAY BE PERFORMANCE 
OF THOSE THAT ARE PROHIBITED ; SPECIALLY BECAUSE 
INACTION [i.E. AVOIDANCE OF ACT, WHICH IS WHAT IS 
REALLY LAID DOWN IN THE PROHIBITIVE TEXTS] 

IS SOMETHING QUITE DIFFERENT.” 

Bhdsya. 

There is a teaching to the effect—‘ Na kalanjam bhdksayitavyam, 
na lashunam, na grnjanam'* [‘One should not oat Kalanjat nor Laahuna, 
nor Ornjana ’]. 

In regard to tliis, there arises the question—Does the teaching mean that, 
if a man is desirous of obtaining certain rewards, he should not eat these 
things, and one who does not seek for any reward may eat them ? Or that 
they should be avoided by all and \mder all circumstances ? 

On this question, the Purvapakaa view is as follows :—“ The things 
should not be eaten by one who seeks for certain rewards,—as for one who 
does not seek for a reward, there is no restriction, he may or may not eat 

them. —Why so ?—It is a sort of restriction that is laid down here—‘ Such 
and such a thing should not be eaten —Now this can have two meanings— 
either that ‘ non-eating should be done ’, or that ‘ eating should not he done \ 
If the meaning accepted is the former one,—that is, that ‘ one should do 
the eating qualified by negation \—then the potential affix tavya' (in 
'' hhak^ayitavyam'*) directly denotes the non-eating, —the negative word ‘ not ’ 
qualifying what is expressed by the root ‘ bhaksa \ ‘to eat ’ ; and it is 
through the operation of ^eating' that the ^ noP becomes connected with 
what should be done. —[Read "nan sambadhyate \ without " na ’,—as in MS. C]. 
—If, on the other hand, the meaning accepted be the second one—that 
what should be done is what is expressed by the negative particle ‘ not ’,— 

then, this connection could be done only by the indirect indication of 
‘ Syntactical Connection ’ ;—and the act to eat would qualify the negation ,— 
Now as between ‘ Direct Denotation of a word ’ and the ‘ Indirect Indication 
by Syntactical Connection ’, Direct Denotation is certainly more authorita¬ 
tive than Indirect Indication. Consequently, the meaning accepted should 
be the former one—that ‘non-eating should be done*.—Now, "non-eating"* 
is negation of eating; and this cannot be what should be done ; hence what 
is taught here as to be done is the mental act involved [i.e. the making up 
of the mindy the determinationy not to eat] ; it is only in this manner that the 
eating becomes qualified by ‘ not —^and first of all there is this connection 



ADHYAYA VI, PADA U, ADHIKABANA (5). 


1029 


between the eating and the negation^ —^and then the injunction or teaching. 
—Thus then, just as in the case of such observances as ‘ Nodyantamddit- 
yamlkaeta" (‘one should not look at the rising sun’),—which go to make 
up the ‘ Prajdpativratas *,—a particular reward accrues to one who observes 
them,—while no sin attaches to one who does not observe them,—so should 
it be in the case in question also ;— specially bec/iuse inaction is something 
quite different ; that is, the text in question does not contain the prohibition 
of any positive act, what it teaches is only inaction ; and, as a matter of fact, 
the act of eating which would be prohibited is sometliing quite different 
from the making up of the mind (not to eat), which is of the nature of 
inaction.'^ 


SUTRA (20). 

[Siddhanta]— [In the case of the text cited, ‘ one should not 
LOOK at the rising SUN ’] WHAT IS TAKEN TO BE ENJOINED IS 
A POSITIVE ACT TENDING TO FULFIL A DEFINITE PURPOSE, 

ON THE (JROUND THAT THE SCRIPTURAL TEXTS SHOULD 
SERVE A USEFUL PURPOSE ;—[iN THE CASE OF THE 
TEXT ‘ KaLANJA SHOULD NOT BE EATEN ON 
THE OTHER HAND], THE SAID TWO CONDITIONS 
ARE NOT PRESENT AND THERE IS A 
DEFINITE TRANSGRESSION OF IN¬ 
JUNCTION INVOLVED IN THE ^ 

DOING OF THE ACT. 

Bhdsya, 

First of all, we are answering the analogy that has been cited.—As 
regards the Prajdpativratas, it is only right that what is taken to he enjoined 
is a positive act tending to fulfil a definite purpose ; because, in that case, 
what is taught is an observance ;—and what is taught as to he done is tending 
to bring about welfare, and what is taught as not to be done tends to bring 
evil. 

Question —“ How do you know that in the case of the Prajdpativratas, 
it is an observance that is enjoined as to be done ? ” 

Answer —That it is so is clear from the fact that the injvmction of the 
Prajdpativi'atas has been introduced by the sentence—‘ Now follow the 
observances for the student ’;—‘ observance ’ is a mental operation, the 
making up of the mind that ‘ I shall not do such and such an act ’ ;—and 
when the question arises as to what the observances are,—there follows 
the injunction ‘ He should not look at the rising sun ’ ; which means that 
‘ he should make up his mind so that he may not look at the rising sun, 
and that he should keep up this determination’.—And in this it should be 
understood that a definite purpose is served by the keeping up of this 
determination. Specially as in reference to these same observances, there is 
a further declaration—‘ Thus does he not become beset by sin ’, which 
means that by keeping the observance he escapes the contact of sin. 
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In the case of the prohibitions under consideration—‘ Kalaiija should 
not be eaten * and the like,—on the other hand, the aforesaid two conditions 
are not present. Because in this case a definite act is prohibited,—and it is 
not mere inaction that is enjoined; hence when a man does eat Kalafijay 
it is not that he does not transgress the prohibitive injunction. In the other 
case, by looking at the rising sun, one does not transgress an injunction ; 
because the said looking has not been prohibited; the text concerned only 
enjoins an ohsertHince ; so that if one keeps that observance, he obtains its 
reward,—[and if he does not keep it, he does not obtain that rewardj. In 
the case of the Kalahja on the other hand, the eating of it has been definitely 
prohibited.—“ How do yovi know that ? *’—We deduce this from the fact 
that in this case, the text in question has not been prefaced by the 
introductory words ‘ now follow his observances \—Nor in this case does 
the text lay down the mental operation, the determination, that ‘ Kalahja 
shall not be eaten ’ ; because in the phrase ‘ na hhaksayitavyam * (‘ should 
not be eaten ’), the term ‘ hhaksayitavyam'* means that eating should be done, 
—and this is negatived by the particle ‘ na ’ (‘ not *) ;—all this by Direct 
Assertion, So that it is only in this interpretation that the well-known 
meaning of words becomes preserved ; while the other interpretation involves 
Indirect Indication ;—and when there is conflict between Direct Assertion, 
and Indirect Indication, the former is more authoritative than the latter. 
For these reasons, the text in qxiestion must be taken as a prohibition. 

Says the Opponent—“ The text may be a prohibition ; but in this case 
we do not find aijj^ evil effects spoken of (as following from the doing of 
what has been prohibited) ; so that the act, even though prohibited, may 
be done.—If it be urged that evil effects could be assumed,—then our answer 
is that that cannot be done, as there is no authority for it.—‘ The requisite 
authority is there in the shape of Presumption, based upon the fact that, 
otherwise, the teaching would be meaningless (if the doing of the prohibited 
act did not lead to evil results) ’.—That also is not possible ; as it is quite 
possible that there should be a meaningless teaching due to ignorance (on 
the part of the teacher). Hence no evil effects can be assumed.” 

Answer —It is quite true that no evil effects “ can bo assumed ”, 
because they are already there [they need not be assumed].—“ How so ? ”— 
It is there in the form that, as soon as a man would do the act (i.e. eat 
Kalahja), all cultured men would censure him, calling him ‘ one who has 
fallen off from all the rewards of any good acts that he might have done ’; 
and this in itself would be a very great evil effect. 

From all this it follows that the Kalahja should never be eaten. In 
fact, it is just like the advice that ‘ one should not present his finger before a 
snake where, on account of the knowledge that evil effects are sure to 
follow, one never presents his finger before a snake. Similarly no one ever 
puts his foot upon a thorn. The case of the prohibitions in question is 
exactly like these. 



Adhikarana (6): The ‘ Following of the Teacher ^ and such 
other duties are to be performed after the ‘ Upanayana 

Initiation. 

SUTRA (21). 

[P(Trvapak§a]—“ The duties enjoined should devolve upon 
ONE from his very BIRTH.” 

Bhdaya, 

Certain duties laid down in the Smrti's are the subject-matter of this 
Adhikarana ; as also certain practices which have attained the dignity of 
duties ;—for instance—‘ The Teacher should be followed, and saluted 
‘ An old man should be welcomed by rising from the seat, and he should be 
duly honoured 

In regard to these, there arises the question—Are those duties incumbent 
upon men from their very birth ? Or do they become so after they have 
been initiated ? 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows:—“They are 
incumbent upon men from their very birth, as they have been enjoined 
without any distinction.—‘ Why so ? ’—As a matter of fact, they have been 
enjoined for man in general, and one becomes a tnan as soon as one is 
born ;—hence it follows that the duties in question devolve upon men from 
their very birth.” 

In answer to this wo have the following Siddhdnta :— 


SUTRA (22). 

fSlDDHANTA]- In REALITY THEY SHOULD DEVOLVE UPON HIM ALONG 

WITH THE Upanayana-Initiation ; because they are similar 
TO [the duties laid DOWTsr in] the Veda. 

Bhdsya. 

The phrase ‘ api m ’ (‘ in reality ’) implies the rejection of the Purva¬ 
paksa, 

The duties should devolr>e upon him along with the Upanayana-Initiation — 
‘ Updya ’ here stands for Upanayana ;—because they are similar to the duties 
laid down in the Veda ; that is to say, Smrti stands on the same footing as 
the Feda, it having been explained above (under Sil. 1. 3. 1) that the duties 
laid down in the Smrtis are the same that have been laid down in the Veda. 
And all the duties laid down in the Veda have been declared to be such as 
devolve upon one after the Upanayarui ;—and the duties in question, which 
are enjoined in the Smrtis, are also as good as laid down in the Veda;— 
hence it follows that these should devolve upon one only after the 
Upanayana, 



Adhikarana (t): ‘ Agnihotra-^nydya ’ ; The Agnihotra and 
other sacrifices laid down as ‘ life-long ’ should he 
performed only at their own time. 

SOTRA (23). 

[P^RVAPAKSA (A)] —The repeated performance, not being an 

AUXILIARY TO THE SACRIFICE, SHOULD BE TAKEN AS ENJOINED 
FOR THE SAKE OF THE MaN [AND HENCE SHOULD BE 
DONE constantly] 

Bhd§ya. 

We have such texts as—(a) Ydvajjlvamagnihotram juhotV [‘One 
should perform the Agnihotta as long as he lives *]; (6) ‘ Ydvajjlvam d-araha- 
purnamdadbhydm ygjeia ’ [‘ One should perform the Daraha-Purnamdsa 
sacrifice as long as he lives ; and it has been explained (under Adhydya II) 
that these sacrifices have been enjoined for the sake of the Man ; and hence 
their repeated performance could not be an auxiliary to the aacriflce. 

Now the question that arises is—Are the offerings (that constitute 
those ‘ life-long ’ sacrifices) to be made constantly (every moment of one’s 
life) ? Or, not constantly (only at stated times) ? 

On this question the yirat Pdrvapakaa (A) view is as follows:—“The 
performance has been enjoined for tJie man ;—-hence during the time that 
one remains a man, he should do it constantly.—‘ But wo have texts laying 
down the evening and the dawn as the time for the Agnihotra-offevings 
and the Moonleaa Day and the Full-moon Day as the days for the offering 
of the Daraha-Purnamdaa,' —^The performance that is to be repeated con¬ 
stantly cannot be meant to be complete in all details ; hence if some of 
the performances are not performed at the prescribed times, that deficiency 
in regard to time only cannot vitiate the performance as a whole.’’ 


SUTRA (24). 

[PCRVAPAKi^A (B)]—“ What has been asserted would be 

IMPOSSIBLE ; HENCE THE REPEATED PERFORMANCE IS TO BE 

regulated by Exigencies.'' 

Bhdsya, 

“ It is not possible for a man to go on offering and offering libations 
at every moment of his life; all that can be meant by ‘ life-long performance ’ 
is that he should make the offerings whenever he can ;—no man can ever 
go on making the offerings continuously ; because he must take his food 



ADHyIyA VI, PiDA 11, ADttlKABANA (?). 


1033 


and must go about. Hence the offerings are to be made at all such times 
as may be without detriment to his other commitments and needs.” 


StJTRA (25). 

[SIddhanta]—That cannot be ; because the offerings have been 

ENJOINED WITH SPECIAL REFERENCE TO STATED POINTS OF 

TIME. 

Bhdsya. 

The view, that “ the offerings are to be made at all such times as may 
be without detriment to the man’s other commitments and needs ”,—is 
not right ; because definite points of time have been prescribed, in such 
texts as—‘ The Agnihotra-o^eriii^ should be made in the evening, it should 
be made in the morning, after it has dawned ’; and ‘ One should perform 
the Purryxmaaa sacrifice on the Full-moon Day and the Amdvdayd sacrifice 
on the Moonless Day’.—From this it is also clear that the offerings cannot 
be made continuously. 

Says the Opponent—“ Strict observance of the time is not essential, 
as there may be performances that are slightly defective in details.” 

Answer—Time is not a detail : it is a causey the occasiony for the per¬ 
formance, as has been explained already. Hence it follows that, as it has 
not been enjoined as to be done at any but the stated times, the offerings, 
oven though made at other times, would be as good as not made. Hence 
it is only at the stated times throughout one's life, that the sacrifice is to 
be performed. 


SUTRA (26). 

Inasmuch as we find texts indicative of time, the injunction 
SHOULD be taken AS ENJOINING THE STATED TIME. 

Bhdsya. 

There are texts indicative of the same conclusion—‘ Apa vd ^a svargdl- 
lokdt chhidyate yo darshapurnamdsaydji san purnamdstmamdvdsydm vd 
atipdtay^ ’ [‘If the performer of Darsha-Purvtamdsa passes over the Full- 
inoon Day or the Moonless Day, he becomes cut off from heaven ’] (Taitti. 
Sarh. 2. 2. 5. 4).—If the offering wore to bo made at all times, how could 
there be a ‘ passing over * of any time at all ?—From this also it is clear 
that the performance is not to be repeated continuously. 



ADHiKABAijrA (8): The Agnihotra and other acts are to he 
repeated at their own time. 

SUTRA (27). 

The performance should be repeated whenever the time comes ; 

BECAUSE THEY ARB RELATED IN THEIR VERY 

ORIGIN. 

Bhd^ya, 

4 

There are the following texts— (a) ‘ Pradoae agnihotram hotavyam 
vyustdydm prdtah * [‘ The Agnihotra is to be offered in the evening and 
again in the morning, after it has dawned ’];—(fe) ‘ Paurnamdsydm paurna- 
mdsena yajeta amdvdaydydtnamdvdayena yajeta ’ [‘ On the Full-moon Day, 
one should perform the Paurnamdsa sacrifice, and on the Moonless Day, 
one should perform the Amdvdsyd sacrifice ’]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question—Should the offering be 
made only once in the evening, or on every evening ? Only once in the 
morning, or on every morning ?—Similarly, should the Paurnamdsa be 
offered only once on the Full-moon Day, and the Amdvdsya sacrifice on 
the Moonless Day only once ? or on every Full-moon Day and every 
Moonless Day ? 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is that—“ The injunctive text 
would be obeyed by a single performance; and there is no rule regard¬ 
ing repetition on every occasion.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta : — The performance 
should he repeated whenever the time conies ; that is, each time that the pro¬ 
scribed time comes, the performance should be repeated ;—why ?— because they 
are related in their very origin ; that is to say, whenever the act in question 
originates—i.e, whenever it is enjoined,—it is connected with the particular 
time ;—it has also been declared that all declarations of time are for the 
purpose of laying down a contingent condition ; and hence whenever that 
contingency presents itself, the action to be done under that contingency 
must be performed. It is for this reason that whenever the prescribed time 
comes, the performance has to be repeated. 

SUTRA (28). 

To THE SAME EFFECT THERE JS AN INDICATIVE TEXT ALSO. 

Bhd^ya. 

There is the text—‘ Apa vd e?o, etcJ* [‘ If the performer of the Darsha~ 
Purnmridsa sacrifice neglects either the Full-moon Day or the Moonless 
Day, he becomes cut off from heaven ’] (Taitti. Saih. 2. 2. 6. 4) ; which 
clearly shows that the performance has to be repeated whenever the 
prescribed time arrives. 



Adhikarai^a (9) : At the Darsha and other sacrifices, 
whenever the contingencies like ‘ breaking ’ occur, the 
Homa> contingent on them should, he repeated. 

SUTRA (29). 

Similarly also those that are to be performed in the midst 

OF SACRIFICES. 

Bhd§ya. 

Tn connection with the Darsha-Purnamdsa sacrifices, we road— * Bhinne 
juhoti skanne juhoti ‘ [* One should offer Homo, whenever there is a breakage, 
one should offer Homa whenever there is spilling’]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question—Would the needs of the 
injunction be met by a single Homa offered on a single breakage and on a 
single spilling ? Or at every breakage and every spilling ? 

The answer to this is supplied by applying to it the details of the fore¬ 
going A dhikarana : The Purvapaksa here is the same as the Purvapaksa of 
the preceding Adhikaramx^ and the Siddhdnta here also is the same as the 
Siddhdnta there. That is to say, the Purvapaksa is that “ the needs would 
be fulfilled by a single offering of the Homa"*" ;—and the Siddhdnta is that— 
inasmuch as the Breakage and the Spilling are the contingencies under 
which the Homa should be offered,— the offering should be repeated with 
every breakage and every spilling. 



Adhikarana (10): The ^Following of the Teacher" and 
such other duties should he performed whenever 
the occasion arises. 

SUTRA (30). 

The same should be the case with those acts that have been 

BEOARDED AS ‘ DUTIES * ON THE BASIS OF ‘ CUSTOM ’ ; AS THOSE 
ALSO ARE MEANT FOR THE MaN. 

Bhdsya. 

There are certain duties (not laid down in the Fcda, but established 
by Custom) such as ‘ The Teacher should bo followed and saluted ‘ The 
old man should be welcomed by rising from the seat, and lie should be 
respected 

In regard to these acts, there arises the question—Are these to be 
repeated whenever the Teacher comes V Or would the duty be fulfilled 
by doing it only once ? 

In answer to tliis, we have the Sutra—The same should be the case, etc. ; 
which applies the conclusions of the preceding Adhikarana to the present 
one ; so that the view that was the Piirvapaksa there should be treated as 
the Purvapaksa hero ; and that which was the Siddhanta there should be 
accepted as the Siddhanta here.—That is, the Purvapaksa view is that “ the 
duty becomes fulfilled by a single performance ”, and the Siddhanta is that 
as the occasions are so many contingent conditions, the act has to bo 
repeated whenever the occasion presents itself. 



Adhikarana (11): The repayment of the ‘ Three Debts ’ is 
compulsorily incumbent upon the Brahmarm^ the 
Ksattriya and the Vaishya. 

SUTRA (31). 

Fob the Brahmana, the performance of the Soma-sacrifice, 

THE Acquiring of Knowledge and the Begetting 
OF Offspring are essential,—as they are 
spoken of in CONNECTION WITH THE 
DECLARATION OF ‘ DEBTS 

Bhdsya. 

We have the following texts —Somena yajUa' [‘One should perform 
the Soma-aacrifice.'^ (Taitti. Sam. 2. 5. 6. 1) ;—" Oarbhaatameaii brahmana- 
mupanayxta'' [‘The Brahmana should be initiated in the eighth year from 
conception ’]:—Prajdm ntpddayet’' [‘One should begot offspring’]. 

In regard to these, there arises the question—Are these duties com¬ 
pulsory (essential), or not compulsory (unessential) ? 

The Purvapakaa view is that—“ they are not esaentiah being connected 
as they are with particular desirable results ”. 

In answer to this, w’e have the following Siddhdnta :—The duties in 
question—the performance of the Smna-aacrificef being initiated into Vedic 
Study and Begetting of Ojfapring —are essential for the Brahmana (the 
Kaattriya and the Vaishya). —Why ? —Becaxise they are spoken of in con¬ 
nection with the declaration of " Debts \ in the following text— ' Jdyamdno 
ha vai brdhrnanastribhirrnavdn jdyate, yajhena devebhydh, brahmacharyerm 
raibhyah, prajayd p itrbhyah; aa vai tarhyanrno bhavati yadd yajvd brahma- 
chart prajdvdn ’ [‘ When the Brahmana is born, he is born beset w'ith 
three debts,—(1) that to the Devas, of sacrifice, (2) that to the 
Studentship, and (3) that to the Pitra, of offspring ; he becomes absolved 
from these—by (1) sacrificing, (2) by becoming a student, and (3) by begetting 
offspring ’] (Taitti. Sarh. 6. 3. 10. 5).—This description of the three acts 
as the means of repaying the Debts, could be applicable to the acts only if 
their performance were absolutely necessary; hence they must be regarded 
as essential (compulsory). 

Says the Opponent—“ An indicative text by itself alone cannot establish 
any conclusion ; some reason should bo stated, of wliich the text may be 
indicative (and corroborative).” 

Answer —^There are other texts where these same acts have been laid 
down apart from any desirable results—(o) ‘ Vcminte vasante jyotiad yajeta ’ 
[‘One should perform the Jyotiftoma (Soma) sacrifice during each spring’] ; 
—(6) * Ydvajjivam agnihotram juhotV [‘One should offer the Agnihotra as 
long as he lives’];—(c) ‘ Ydvajjivam darsha-punyzmdaabhydm yajlta' [‘ One 
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should perform the Darslia-Puri^mdsa sacrifice as long as he lives *];— 
(d) ‘ VIdyamadhlylta ’ [‘ One should acquire learning *];—(e) ‘ Prajd 
utpadayitavyd'' [‘One should beget offspring*].—These texts clearly establish 
the essential character of the acts in question; and this same fact is corro¬ 
borated by the indicative text quoted at the outset. 


[Supplementary Adhikarana,^ 

There is a further matter also to be considered in this connection : 
The Sutra says—‘ For the BrdhmaTia, the performance of the Soma-sncrifice^ 
the Acquiring of Knowledge^ and the Begetting of Offspring are essential, as 
they are spoken of in connection with the declaration of debts —The 
question that arises is—Are these acts. Soma-sacrifice and the rest, 
essential for the Brdhmana only, and they are not essential for the Ksattriya 
and the Vaishya ? Or are they esserUial for all the three ? 

On this question, the Purvapalcsa view is as follows :—“ Those are 
essential for the Brdhmana only, not for the other two ;—why ?—because 
we read in the text quoted—‘ When the Brdhmana is born, etc. *; where 
the Brdhmana is the only one mentioned, which clearly shows that the 
duty laid down is essential for the Brdhmana only, not for the other two.” 

In answer to this we have the following Siddhdnta: —The duties are 
essential for all.—“ How so ? ”—The injunctive text that lays down these 
acts,—i.e. those texts that do not speak of any desired results,—lay them 
down without any distinction ; and what is laid down without distinction 
must appertain to all ; hence it follows that the acts are compulsory for 
aU. 

Says the Opponent—“But the text ‘When the Brdhmana is born, 
etc. etc.’ speaks of the Brdhmana only.” 

Answer —It is true that iii this text the BraJnnana only is mentioned ; 
b\it it is not this text which enjoins the essential character of the duties ; 
that character is enjoined by the other text wliich does not speak of any 
desired result; and the text in question merely refers to them for the pur¬ 
pose of eulogising the offerings. Hence we conclude that the mention of the 
Brdhmana does not indicate that the duties are not-esserUial for the Ksattriya 
and the Vaishya ; in fact, the Brdhmana has been mentioned only by way 
of an illustration ; what is really meant is that ‘ when a Brdhmana or a 
Ksattriya or a Vaishya^ is being born,—and is born, and has been born*. 
[Hence the duties should bo regarded as essential^ compulsory, for all the 
three castes.] 


tJnd of Pdda ii of Adhydya VI, 



ADHYAYA VI. 


PADA III 

Adhikarana (1): In the case of the ^compulsory Aci8\ 
it is not absolutely essential to perform all the 
auxiliary details. 

StJTRA (1). 

[PCrvapaksa]—“ The act should be undertaken only when the 

PERFORMER HAS THE CAPACITY TO PERFORM ALL (THE AUXILIARY 
details) ; AS THE ACT LS LAID DOWN AS SUCH.'' 

Bhdsya. 

In the Bah/i>rcha-Brdhmana we read—‘ Ydvajjwam agnihotram juhoti \ 
‘ Ydvajjnyam darahapurnam^sam juhoti' f‘Ono should perform the Agnihotra 
as long as one lives \ ‘ One should perform the Darsha-PurimwAsa sacrifice 
as long as one lives ’J ; which means that the Agnihotra is a compulsory 
act, and that the Daraha and Purnamdaa are compulsory sacrifices. 

In regard to this seoond declaration regarding the sacrifices,—which 
is quite distinct from the first declaration where they are spoken of as to be 
performed with a view to a definite result (i.e. in the texts—‘ One desiring 
heaven should perform the Agnihotra \ ‘ One desiring heaven should perform 
the Daraha-Purnamdaa there arises the question—Is it only one who 

is capable of performing all tho auxiliary details of these sacrifices that 
is entitled to undertake their performance ? Or is it permissible to perform 
the sacrifice oven without some auxiliary details ? 

Under Adhydya XI (11. 1. 11-19), the discussion is going to be in 
reference to the first declaration of the sacrifices with auxiliary details as 
to bo performed with a view to a particular result, while on the present 
occasion we aro going to deal with the second declaration of the sacrifices 
as compulsory acts. [Hence there is no repetition.] 

On the said question, the Purvapakaa view is as follows The act 
should, he undertaken only when the performer has the capacUy to perfortn all 
the auxiliary details^ as the act is laid down as such ; that is, that man alone 
should undertake to perform a sacrifice who is able to act according to the 
injunctions in its full detail;— because the act is laid down as such ; i.e. the 
act laid down in the text in question as compulsory is the same as that 
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Spoken of in connection with particular desirable results; hence it follows 
that its performance should be complete in all details.—Further, the term 
‘ darshapurnamasa ’ (contained in the text in question) is expressive of the 
particular sacrifice complete in all its details.—‘ How so ? ’—As a matter 
of fact, what is laid down as to be done on the Full-moon Day is a sacrifice 
along with all its details; and what is laid down as to bo performed on the 
Moonless Day is a sacrifice along with all its details ;—what is laid down 
as to be done on the Full-moon Day is the Paurnamdsa .sacrifice; and what 
is laid down as to be done on the Moonless Day is the Amdvdsyd (or Darsha) 
sacrifice ;—and we have seen that what has been laid down as to be done 
on the Full-moon Day—or on the Moonless Day,—is a sacrifice with all its 
details ;—hence it follows that it is the sacrifice along with all its details 
that is spoken of by means of the term ‘ darshapurnamdaa \—Such is the 
opinion of Jaimini.'' 


SUTRA (2). 

[Siddhanta]— In reality, there should be performance even if 

ONLY A PART [OF THE AUXILIARY DETAILS] IS PERFORMED ; BECAUSE 
THE FULFILMENT OF THE PURPOSE PROCEEDS FROM THE PRINCIPAL 

Act ; all the rest is only an embellishment, 

BECAUSE IT subserves THE PURPOSES OF 
THAT ACT, 

Bhdsya, 

The phrase " Api vd\ (‘in reality’) implies the rejection of the 
Purvapakaa. 

Even if only a part —of the auxiliary details—is performed, there should 
he performance of the Principal Act. Because whether the act is performed 
along with its auxiliary details, or without these details,—the fulfilment 
of the purpose proceeds in any case from the Principal Act itself;—and 
the performance of all the auxiliary details serves only as an embellish- 
ment. —“ What embellishment ? ”—The embellishment is in this form that 
from the performance of the Principal Act along with its auxiliaries follows 
attainment of Heaven, while from that of the Principal itself, without the auxi¬ 
liaries, follow other results. Thus then, the man having commenced the per¬ 
formance of the Principal Act along with all its auxiliaries with the avowed 
aim of attaining Heaven,—if he is unable to perform some of the auxiliaries, 
—even from such performance, which would be wanting in part of the 
auxiliary details, some results would certainly accrue to him.—For these 
reasons the text in question should be taken as speaking of the Principal 
Acts only; the two terms ^ Agnihotra'* and ^ Darsha-Purnyamdsa^ also 
denote the Principal Acts ; the other acts, which form their auxiliaries, 
only subserve the purposes of tboae principal Acts, 
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SUTRA (^). 

From the non-performanoe of the Principal Act there follows 

EVIL ; THIS IS WHAT DISTINGUISHES IT FROM THE AUXILIARIES ; 
BECAUSE THE SAID EVIL HAS BEEN SPOKEN OF IN 
CONNECTION WITH THE PRINCIPAL 

Act only. 

Bhdsya. 

We have the following text which speaks of evil following from the 
omission of the Principal act—‘ Apa vd eaa, etc.' [‘ He verily is cut off from 
heaven who, being a performer of the Darsha-Purnamdsa, omits to perform 
them on the Full-moon Day and the Moonless Day ’J (Taitti. Sam. 2. 2. 5. 4). 
This text, speaking of an evil effect following from the omission of the 
Principal Act, makes it clear that that Act alone is compulsory. 


SUTRA (4). 

[Ohjeciion] — “ But according to Jaimini, there is no distinction 

MADE AMONG THE (PRINCIPAL AND AUXILIARY) ACTS ; BECAUSE 
TOERE is only ONE COMPREHENSIVE INJUNCTION 
OF THE PERFORMANCE AS A WHOLE ; HENCE 
THE INJUNCTION SHOULD INCLUDE 
ALL THE ACTS.” 

Bhdsya. 

Says the Opponent—“ There is no such distinction as that ‘ these 
acts are auxiliaries and those the Principals ’ ; hecxiuse there is only one 
comprehensive injunction of the performance as a whole ;—this is wdiat Jaimini 
has declared ;—hence the text—‘ One .should perform the Purnamdsa^ 
.sacrifice on the Full-moon Day and the Anuivdsyd sacrifice on the Moonless 
Day ’—should be taken as enjoining all the acts {Principal as well as 
Auxiliary)." 


SOTRA (5). 

[Answer] —Even on the performance of a single Auxiliary, the 

RESULT WOULD FOLLOW ; BECAUSE THE PRINCIPAL IS ALWAYS 
distinguished [from the auxiliaries] ; AND IT IS 
JUST AS IN THE CASE OF OTHER SACRIFICES. 

Bhdsya. 

Even though a single auxiliary may be performed, [and the others 
are omitted and the performance of the Principal becomes defective on that 
account], yet, even from the defective performance of the Principal Act, 
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the resvU would follow, —“ How so^ **— Because the Principal is distinguished 
—i.e. the Principal is always distinguished from the auxiliary details ; 
and the result follows from the act named ^ Agnihotra\ and from the act 
named ‘ Darsha-Punyamdsa * ; and it is this act so named that is laid down 
(in the texts imder consideration) as to be done ; so that that act which 
has been laid down os to be done on the Full-moon Day is the Purnamdsa 
sacrifice and that which has been laid down as to be done on the Moonless 
Day is the Amdvdsyd sacrifice,—as laid down in the text ‘ Yaddgneyoatd — 
kapdlo *mdvdsydydm paurnamdaydnchdchyuto hhuvati * [‘ The cake baked 
upon eight pans, dedicated to Agni, shoixld not be omitted on the Moonless 
Day and the Full-moon Day (Taitti. Sam. 2. 6. 3. 3). Thus it is that on the 
Full-moon Day, the cake is offered to Agni and to Agni-Soma^ and Clarified 
Butter is offered to Agni-Sonm and other deities ; and on the Moonless Day 
the Curd-Butter-mixture is offered to Agni, 

It has been argued by the Purvapaksin that—“ the injunction that 
* the Avmvdsyd sacrifice should be performed on the Moonless Day and 
the Purnamdsa sacrifice on the Full-moon Day * lays down the Principal 
sacrifice along with its auxiliary details, so that what the term ‘ Darsha- 
purnamdsa ’ denotes is the Principal sacrifice along with all its details [and 
hence there should be no performance of the Principal sacrifice alone] — 
But this is not so ; it is after the signification of the term ‘ Daraha ’ and 
the term ‘ Purriarndaa ’ has been already settled and recognised that there 
follows the further injunction of that same sacrifice along wth its auxiliaries, 
in reference to a definite desirable result. 

Thus it is not true that either the term ‘ Agnihotra ’ or the term 
‘ Daraha‘purimmdaa ’ denotes the Principal Act along with its auxiliaries ; 
and what is laid down (in the texts under consideration) as to be done is 
the ‘ Agnihotra ’ and also the ‘ Darsha-Purnarndsa \ 

It is just as in the case of other sacrifices. That is, just as, between 
the Original Archetype and its modified ectype, the accessories of one do 
not necessarily enter into the other,—so the accessories of the sacrifice 
meant for the obtaining of certain results do not necessarily enter into that 
same sacrifice when performed as a compulsory act (and not for the 
obtaining of any results). 


StJTRA (6). 

Also because we find the mention of ‘ completion ’ even when 

THERE IS INFRINGEMENT OF THE INJUNCTION. 

Bhd^ya, 

There is a text—‘ Tadlva yddrk tddfk hotavyam ’ [‘ That same oblation 
may be offered in some way or the other’] (Taitti. Bra. 1. 4. 3. 6), —which 
shows that even when there is some defect in the details, the act of offer¬ 
ing is regarded as complete all the same. 
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SOTRA (7). 

FtTBTHBK, BECAUSE AN EXPIATION IS LAID DOWN. 

Bhd^ya. 

There are certain expiatory rites laid down as to be performed, con¬ 
tingent upon the infringement of the injunction (of detaUs),—and these 
rites form part of the Principal Sacrifice; such rites, for instance, as ‘One 
should offer an oblation on breakage ’.—If a performance defective in details 
were futile, what would be the use of such rites and in connection with 
which sacrifice ?—Prom this it follows that there should be performance 
of such acts even though there be some defect in the details. 


22 



Adhikabai^a (2) : In the case of Prospective Acts done 
with a view to a desirable result^ any defect in the 
auxiliary details makes the act nugatory. 


SUTRA (8). 


[PCBVAPAK§A]-‘‘ So ALSO IN THE CASE OF THE ‘ PROSPECTIVE ACTS ’ ; 

BECAUSE OF THE MAN BEING DESIROUS OF OBTAINING 
THE RESULTS.’’ 

Bhdsya. 


There are several ‘ prospective acts ’ [acts done with a view to secur¬ 
ing a definite result], such as— (a) ‘ Aindrdgnamekddashakapdlannirvapet 
prajdkdmuh ’ Desiring offspring, one should offer a cake baked upon 
eleven pans, dedicated to Itidra^Agni"] (Taitti. Sam. 2. 2. 1. 2);— 
(6) ‘ Sauryaflcharimnirvap^t brahmavarchasakdmah ’ [‘ Desiring Brahmic 

glory, one should offer cooked rice to Surya ’] (Taitti. Sam. 2. 3. 2. 3);— 
(c) ‘ Vaishvadeinm ad'hgrahdyavUm nirvapU grarnakdmuh ’ (‘ Desiring a village, 
one should make an offering to Viahvadeva-aangrahant ’] (Taitti. Sarh. 2. 
3. 9. 2). 

fn regard to these and such other ‘ prospective ’ sacrifices, there arises 
the following question—Is such a sacrifice fruitful even when its performance 
is defective ? Or is it fruitful only when it is free from defects ? 

On this question, the Purvapakaa view is as follows ;—“ So alao in 
the caae of the proapective acta ; i.e. in their case also (as in the case of 
the Compulsory Acts), even when the performance is defective, the sacrifice 
does bring about its fruit.—^Why so ? Because the man ia deairoua of 
obtcdning the reavlta ; that is, if even the defective performance of the act 
were fruitful, then any one eager to obtain that fruit would be entitled 
to undertake it; otherwise the title to undertake the performance,—which 
in the words of the text are most general in their application—^would have 
to be restricted, without any reason, to only such persons as may be able 
to perform the act in all its details [and this would mean the exclusion 
of all those who, though eager to obtain the fruit, would be unable to 
perform it in all its details].—‘ It would be by reason of his incapacity that 
the man .would not be entitled to perform the act —^He might be imable 
to perform the act along with all its auxiliary details; but the Principal 
Act itself he would be quite capable of performing; and hence to the 
performance of that he should be perfectly entitled,” 
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SUTRA (9). 

[Siddhanta]— In reality, it cannot be so ; as [the Principal Act 

ALONE BY itself] IS NOT RELATEB [TO THE FRUIT] ;-THE 

Vedic text being the only means of knowledge 
in this matter. 

Bhd^ya. 

The particle ' tu' (‘in reality *) implies the rejection of the Purvapak^a, 

It cannot he ao ;—what has been asserted regarding the act bringing about 
its result, even when its performance is defective, is not possible ; because 
the Pri/ncipal Act by itself alone ia not related to the fruit ; that is, as a matter 
of fact, the Fruit has been declared to follow from the Principal Act along 
with all its auxiliaries, and not from the Principal by itself alone. Hence, 
even though the mere Principal Act might be mentioned, yet an act like 
those under discussion [i.e., those that are performed with a view to certain 
results] could not be done in this mamier; because the Principal Act, by itself, 
has no connection with the Fruit.—Further, things like those we are con¬ 
sidering are such as have only the Vedic Text as the source of knowledge 
regarding them ; and the Vedic text speaks of the fruit as following from 
the Principal Act along with all its auxiliaries, as we shall explain later 
on (under Su. 11. 1. 1. et seq,). —From all this it follows that acts like those 
we are considering should not be performed in a defective manner. 


SUTRA (10). 

Further, there is no sin involved in the omission of the act. 

Bhd§ya. 

In the case of the Prospective acts, any omission of the Principal 
Act is not spoken of as involving sin ,—as there is in the case of the Darsha- 
Purnamdsa ;—and from this also it follows that there should not be a 
defective performance of the act in question. 



Adhikarai^a (3): Difference in the material used does not 
make the Sacrifice different. 

SUTRA (11). 

[FCrvapak^a]—“When a different material is used, the act 

SHOULD BE REGARDED AS DIFFERENT, BECAUSE ACTS SUBSIST 
IN THE MATERIAL.” 

Bhdsya. 

Tt has been declared that the Darsha-Purnanid&a sacrifice should be 
{performed with the Cake, and it is laid down that the cake should be made 
of Vrihi-com. 

In regard to this we consider the following question—If the said sacrifice 
were performed with Nivdra-corn (instead of Vrlhl). would it be the same 
sacrifice ? Or, would it become a different sacrifice ? 

The Purvapak§a vdew on this question is as follows :—“ When a different 
material is used, the act should he regarded as different, —i.e. as another 
sacrifice.—‘ Wh>' so ? ’— Because acts subsist in the material; as a matter 
of fact, a difference in the substratum indicates a distinction so that the 
act subsisting in the Nlvdra is different from that subsisting in the Vrlhi ; 
that the substratum is different is clear ; and from the difference of the 
substratum, there follows difference of tlie form also.—1'hus we conclude 
that the sacrifice at which a different material is used should be regarded 
as a different sacrifice.” 


SUTRA (12). 

[SiddhantaJ—In reality, it should be regarded as the same act, 
—BECAUSE THERE IS NO DIFFERENCE ;—THERE BEING NO 
DISTINCTION IN THE FORM OR IN THE NAME ; JUST AS IN 
THE CASE OF THE (lENUS ‘ CoW ' ; AND A COMMON 
NAME IS APPLICABLE, AS IN THE CASE OF ANIMALS. 

Bhdsya, 

The phrase ' api vd" (‘in reality’) indicates the rejection of the 
Purvapak§a. 

It should he regarded as the same even when the material is different. 

In the case of an ordinary act—such as moving or falling, — there is the 
same notion of ‘ moving ’ or ‘ falling ’ even though the thing moving or 
falling may vary ; and the act is not regarded as in any way different or 
defective. And the reason for this lies in the fact that the form of the 
act is not different, nor does its name differ.—-[Whether the moving is done 
by Devadatta or Yajhadatta, the form of the moving remains the same, and 
in both cases the name applied to the act is only ‘ moving ’ ; similarly in 
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the case in question, whether the Dar«/ia-sacrifice is performed with V'nh' 
or Nivdra, the form and name of the sacrifice remain the same]. 

“ But there is a clear difierence in the substratum.” 

Our answer to this is that we admit that there is difference in the 
substratum ; but that does not make a difference in what subsists in tlie 
substratum; because the two things [the substratum and the subsisting 
thing] are different. For instance, even though the garland or the cloth 
may vary, the difference in it does not make the man wearing it different. 

“ Even in this case, the self of the man wearing one garland may h^' 
regarded as different from his self when wearing the other.” 

That cannot be ; people could say so (with reason) only if they perceived 
some difference (in the man’s self) ; as a matter of fact, however, no such 
differerK‘e is perceived. 

Says the Opponent—“’LTiis clear difference is certainly there, that while 
one (self) has ceased to exist, the other is actually present.-—If you say that 
‘ the f(mner has not ceased to exist —then we deny this, because before 
it is actually perceived, there is no proof for its existence ; hence it must be 
taken as having ceased to exist.—Then again, the act (of moving^ for instance-) 
is nev'er recognised as anything apart from the thing that is moving,—and 
the reason for this lies in the fact that it is never found apart from the tiling. 
—‘But, in that case, how is there the same notion of ‘moving’ (even when 
the things moving are different) ? -Our answer to this is that that is due 
to the fact that the factor of going from one place to another is found tt.» 
be common to all; so that when a thing goes to another place and comes 
back, it is said to be ‘ moving and the mover is perceptible, and so also 
is the other place (to which it has gone); hence it is spoken of as having 
‘ gone ’ and as having * come back ’ • [and it is this factor of going to one 
place from another that is common to all eases of moving ; so that, even 
though the individual acts of moving are distinct from one another, yet 
they are spoken of b;s" the (iommon name of ‘ moving ’ on the ground < 
the said coimnon factor— Tan^rara^na].” 

[The answer to this is as follows]:—It is true that what has ceased- to exist 
is different from what has not ceased to exist ; but this other act also, thougli 
different, is one that is spoken of by the same term ‘ sacrifice ’ ; and there 
is no variation in the generic entity ‘sacrifice’ (which remains constant) ; 
nor can it be denied that this is spoken of by the same name. 

From all this it follows that even if a man were to perform the sacrifice 
with Sivdra corn, he would be doing what has been enjoined ; and all that 
the performer wishes to do is what has been enjoined, and not anything 
new. The name also—such as * Darsha ’ or ‘ Purryamdsa ’—applies to tlie 
said generic entity ; just as among animals, the generic name applies to 
the whole genus, not to any particular individual only. 

‘‘ What is the use of all this discussion ? ” 

The use will bo made clear in course of the consideration of the next 
Adhikarana, 



Adhikarana (4): In the case of a compulsory ccct^ and 
in that of the non-compulsory act which has been 
commcTiced^ if the prescribed material is 
spoilt^ it should be completed with 
a substituted material, 

SUTRA (13). 

[PtTRVAPAK§A continued\ —Inasmuch as the Veda is the sole 

AUTHORITY IN THESE MATTERS, WHEN THERE IS ABSENCE OF 
WHAT HAS BEEN PRESCRIBED, THERE SHOULD BE NO 

Introduction of another thing, because 

IT IS NOT SANCTIONED.’" 

Bhdsya. 

The Agnihotra and other compulsory sacrifices form the subject-matter 
of this Adhikararm. 

In connection with these there arises the question - if, in cotu*8e of tile 
performance, the prescribed material should become spoilt, should the 
performance be continued with a substituted material ? Or should it be 
abandoned at the point alread^^ reached ? 

On this question, the Purvapakfa view is as follows :— Jn the absence 
of the prescribed thing^ there should be fw introduction of another thing, —and 
the performance should be abandoned at the point alread;\’^ reached.—‘ Why 
so ? ’— Because it is not sanctioned. ; in fact, if a sacrifice 1ms been laid down 
as bringing about a certain result when performed with Vrlhi as the 
material,—then, if it is performed with Nivdra as the material, it cannot 
bring about the said result.—For this reason, under the circnimstances stated 
the sacrifice should be abandoned at the point already reached.’* 


SUTRA (14). 

[PCrvapak^a concluded ]—“ Also because, in some cases the 
SUBSTITUTE IS DLSTINCTLY PRESCRIBED.” 

Bhdsya. 

In some cases, a substitute is clearly laid down—‘ If one cannot obtain 
Soma, he should extract the juice’ from the Putlkd \ If it were generally 
permissible to carry on the performance with a substituted material, there 
need not have been a special injunction in connection with a particular 
case. As a matter of fact, however, we do find an injunction of this kind ; 
hence it follows that in a case where there is no such injunction, there 
should be no substitution. 
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StJTRA (16). 

[SiDDHANTA]- In BBAIJTY, there SHOUIiD BE INTRODUCTION (OF 

ANOTHER THING) *, BECAUSE WHAT HAS BEEN ENJOINED 
IS EQUALLY FULFILLED (IN BOTH CASES). 



There shotdd be introdiiction —of the substituted material;—“ why 
so ? — because what haa been enjoined, ia equally fulfilled in both caaea ; 
that is, what has been, enjoined by the Injunction of the ‘ sacrifice ’ is the 
same in both cases,—it makes no difference whether that aacrifice is 
performed with Vrihi or with Nlvdra ; and it is absolutely essential that 
the sacrifice should be proceeded with, in the case of all compulsory acts» 
—and also in that of those others which have been already commenced. 

SUTRA (16). 

The Injunction (of a particular substitute) that we have in 
SOME cases is for PURPOSES OF RESTRICTION. 

Bhd^ya. 

It has been argued above (under Sfi. 14) that “ in some cases the sub¬ 
stitute is distinctly prescribed ”.—^The answer to that is that the Injunction 
that we have in some caaea ia for purposes of restriction ; that is, in the 
absence of Sonia, several substitutes being possible, the Injunction restricts 
the choice to one only and lays down that the PtUikd. is the only plant 
from which the juice should be extracted.—Hence we conclude that the 
performance is to be carried oil with a substituted material. 

8UTRA (17). 

The text is certainly a restrictive one only ; because there 
IS A desire to use the thing (on account OF its 
similarity to Soma). 

Bhd§ya. 

Question —“ How do you know that the text in question serves the 
purposes of restriction ? ” 

Answer —We deduce it from the fact that the Putikd is already recog¬ 
nised as a likely substitute for Soma, 

“ In what way is it so recognised ? ” 

There ia a desire to use the thing ; there is always a desire to use a 
similar substance ; as we are going to explain (under 6. 3. 27); and the 
presence of the desire indicates the likelihood of the Putikd being used.— 
From this it follows that the text in question is purely restrictive in its 
character. 



Adhikarai^^a (5): There can he no suhatitnte for the Deity^ 
the Fire, or the Mantra, or the Action,—if any of 
these happen to become defective. 

SUTRA (18). 

For (a) the Deity, (h) the Fire, (c) the Mantra-text, and (t/) the 
Action [there can be no substitute], because it is 

RELATED TO A TOTALLY DIFFERENT PURPOSE. 

Bhdsya. 

{a) Deity —such as is spoken of in the text ‘ Aqneyo'atakapalah ’ [‘ The 
cake dedicated to Agni ’] (Taitti. Sam. 2. B. .‘k 3) and so forth ;— (h) Fire —such 
as is referred to in the text-—‘ Yaddhavnmye juhvati ten a so‘sya abhiafah 
puto hhavati'* [‘When one makes the offering into the Ahnvanlya Fire, his 
desired object becomes fulfilled’] (Taitti. lira. 1. 1. 106);— {c) Mantra- 
text ,—‘ Barhirdevaaadanddmi, etc,'' [‘ T am chopping grass, the seat of the 
deities’] (Taitti. Sam. 2, 6. 1. 1); —(</) Action, —such as those spoken of in 
texts like ‘ Offers the Samid ‘ Offers the Tanunapdt \ 

In regard to these, there arises the <]uestion—When there is a flaw 
in (a) the Deity, or (h) in the Fire, or (r) in the Mantra-text, or {(1) in the 
Action ,—is a substitute to bo adopted or not ? 

The Purvapakaa view is that—“ in accordance with the conclusion 
arrived at in the preceding Adhikarana. the performance is to be carried on 
with a substitute 

In answer to this, we have the following(intoIn the event of 
there being a flaw in the Deity or the Fire or the Mantra-text or the Action, 
—^there can be no substitute.—“ Why ? ”—Because it is related to a totally 
different purpose; that is, what may be substituted would f)e different from 
the original Deity, etc.; and what is different from these cannot serve the 
purpose served by these. 

“ What is the purpose served by them ? ” 

(a) As for the Deity, it serves to accomplish the purpose of becoming 
the recipient of the offering ; for in.stan<;o, it is with reference to Aqni as 
the recipient of the offering that the ‘ Cake baked upon eight pans ’ is offered 
on the Full-Moon and Moonless Days ;—the Deity that has been laid down 
in connection with other offering-materials,—that deity with those other 
offering-materials would not accomplish the Daraha-Purnmrtdsa sacrifice 
[it would accomplish a totally different sacrifice]; for, if an offering is made 
to a Deity other than the one prescribed, that other Deity could not 
accomplish the purpose served by the prescribed Deity; and if the offering 
were made to that other Deity, it would not be the Daraha-Purnamdaa 
sacrifice.—^Hence there can be no substitute for the Deity. 
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(6) Similarly if there is a defect in the Ahuvanlya Fire^ spoken of in the 
text ‘ Yaddhavaniyi juhoHt etc.\ —no other Fire can be substituted,—nor 
any other material.—“ Why ? — Because it is related to a totally different 
purpose ; that is, what is substituted cannot serve the purpose that is served 
by the Ahavaniya Fire. — “ Why ? ’’—The purpose served by the Ahavanlya 
Fire is a transcendental one ; hence what is effected by the offering being 
thrown into the Ahavanlya Fire cannot be effected by its being thrown 
into any other Fire. Because the common term ‘ sacrifice ’ is not able to 
include that into which the offering is thrown ; nor does the position of 
what is offered accord any visible help to the sacrifice in any way.—Hence 
there can be no substitute for the Fire. 

(c) Similarly in the case of there being a flaw in the 3fan<m, ^another 
Mantra cannot be substituted. The purpose served by the Mardra is that 
it reminds one of the act or of the means of its accomplishment; in the 
absence of such a reminding, there could bo no performance of the act. 
Under the circumstances, if, on accoimt of a deficiency in the Mantra, 
the performer utters other words to make good the deficiency,—then, having 
previously uttered the words of the original Mantra in its well-known 
meaning, he could not deduce the same meaning from the other words that 
he brings in as the substitute. If it be held that, ‘ though he has already 
understood the meaning of the original Mantra (and has thereby become 
reminded of the Act and its means), he would imderstand it again by uttering 
the substituted words—i.o. derive the same knowledge out of these latter 
words —then, in that case, it would be entirely futile to wait and seek 
for the utterance of the substituted words ; because there is no authority 
for the idea that the knowledge in question should be derived from words ; 
what authority there is is to the effect that the necessary ‘ knowledge * 
(reminder) should be derived from the special words ‘ Barhirdevasadananddmi, 
etc.'' ; and under the circumstances, it would be entirely futile to seek for 
(and substitute) other words.—Hence there can be no substitute for the 
Manira-iext. 

(d) Lastly, where there is a flaw in the Act, any other act cannot be 
substituted for it; — because it is related to another purpose ; that is to say, 
the Darsha-Paurnamasa sacrifices have got to include the Samit-sacrijice ; 
if then some other sacrifice were performed in place of the Samit-sacrifice^ 
the Darsha-Purnanidsa would not include that sacrifice.—Hence there 
can be no substitute for the Action. 

SUTRA (19). 

Further, as regards the Deity, it is one for whose sake 

SOMETHING HAS BEEN ENJOINED. 

Bhdsya. 

In regard to the Deity there is yet another reason why there can be 
no substitute. The Deity is that entity for whose sake something has 
been enjoined. If, then, another deity were substituted in place of the 
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SHABABA-BHii^TA: 


one for whose sake that something he^s been enjoined, it could not be a 
‘ deity * in the right sense of the term ; specially because that entity alone 
can be a ‘ deity ’ which is enjoined to be one,—^not one that is not so 
enjoined.—^Further, ‘ deity ’ is a relative term; so that an entity can be the 
‘ deity ’ of that alone in connection with which it has been enjoined,—^not 
of any other; the term ‘ Deity ’ being a relative, not a generic, term.—For this 
reason also there can be no substitute of the Deity. 



Adhikarana (6) : A forbidden substance should not be 
used as a substitute. 

StJTRA (20). 

That also which has been forbidden (should not be substituted) ; 

BECAUSE the DECLARATION OF THE PROHIBITION IS WITHOUT 
ANY QUALIFICATION. 

Bhdsya, 

There are certain things the use of which at sacrifices has been for¬ 
bidden ; such, for instance, as—‘ Varaka and Kodrava and Mdaa are not fit 
for being used at sacrifices *. 

The question that arises is that in the event of the prescribed substance 
having become spoilt, should such a forbidden thing be used as a substitute 
or not ? 

The Purvapakpa view is that “ it may be substituted, in accordance 
with what has been said under Sfi. 6. 3. 15, to the effect that ‘ there should 
he introduction of another thinq^ because what has been enjoined is equally 
fulfilled in both cases (Su. 15).” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta :—That also which 
has been forbidden should not be substituted,, —because it has been declared 
without any qualification or reservation that Mdsa^ Varaka^ and Kodrava 
are not fit for being used at sacrifices; so that the very connection 
of these with any sacrifice has been forbidden,—the sense of the prohibi¬ 
tion being tlxat these grains should never be admitted as accessories to a 
sacrifice. If they were substituted, they would certainly become admitted 
as accessories to a sacrifice. Hence we conclude that they should not be 
substituted. 



AdhikARANA (7) : There can he no substitute for the ‘ Master 

of the Sacrifice \ 

SUTRA (21). 

Similarly, for the ‘ Master of the Sacrifice ’ [there can be no 
substitute] ; because the result accrues to him, and 
THE result follows FROM THE ACTION. 

Bhdsya, 

The Agnihotra and such other acts form the subject-matter of this 
Adhikarana. 

In regard to this there arises the question —if there be a fiaw 
in the ‘ Master of the Sacrifice should another ‘ IVtaster ’ })e substituted 
or not ? 

The Purvapakaa view is that-another should be substituted; — 
why ?—because there should be introduction of another thing because what 
has been enjoined is equally fulfilled in both cases (Bfi. 15) 

In ans\^'er to this we have the following Siddhdnta:—Similarly for the 
blaster of the Sacrifi-cCf —wJiat ? —there cun he no substitute why ? —because 
the result accrues to him ; as a matter of fac;t, that person is to be regarded 
as the ‘ Master of the Sacrifice \ {a) who desires to obtain the result ex¬ 
pected from the performance of the sacrifice,— {h) who, by means of gifts, 
secures the services of the Priests,—and (c) who makes an offering of what 
belongs to him. If such a person could be substituted, he would have to 
do all that has to be done by the ‘ Ma.ster ’;—if he did all that, then he 
would himself become the ‘ Master and not a ‘ substitute ’ ; because it 
would be he who would obtain the result; because that nian secures the 
result who does the ‘ giving away ’ or ‘ offering ’ ; as has been explained 
under Su. 3. 7. 18, where it has been declared that ‘the fruit of the enjoined 
act accrues to the performer ’.—From all this it follows that there can be 
no substitute for the Master of the Sacrifice’. 



Adhikabana (8): ‘ 8atra~nydya ’ ; At the Satra, if there 
is some^ in one of the ‘ Masters \ there may he 
' a substitute for him. 

SOTRA (22). 

In a cask whekk many persons are engaged, another person may 

BE BROUGHT IN,-AS THAT WOULD SAVE THE ACT FROM 

BECOMING DEFECTIVE. 

Bhasya. 

Satras are the subject-matter of this Adhikararm ; these have been 
laid down in such texts as—‘ Saptadashdvardh sdtramdalran \ [‘ At least 
seventeen men should take up the Satra ’]. 

In regard to these, there arises the question—If there should appear 
some disqualification in any one of the seventeen men engaged as ‘ Masters ’ 
(‘sacrificers’), should another man be brought in as a substitute or not ? 

The Purvapakaa view is that—“ there should be no substitute for the 
Master (as settled in the foregoing Adhikarana) 

In answer to this, wo have the following Siddhdntai —In a case where 
a sacrifice has been imdertaken by several ‘ sacrificers ’ (masters),—if some 
one becomes disqualified, another man should be brought in ;—in this way, 
there would be no deficiency in the sacrifice ; that is to say, the presence 
of seventeen sacrificers (Masters) is a necessary factor in Satras ; lienee in 
the absence of this number, the performance would be defective ; conse¬ 
quently for the purpose of making up the requisite number of men, 
another man has to be brought in. 

Objection —“The number ‘seventeen’ has been laid down in connection 
with ‘ sacrificers ’ (Masters of the sacrifice) ; and the new man brought in 
would not be a ‘ Master ^ ; consequently the prescribed number could not 
be regarded as made up (with the addition of the new man).” 

Answer —It is true that the number made up would not pertain to the 
‘ Masters ’ ; in fact, that number it is impossible to make up in the ceise 
in question; what can be done, however, is that the duties of the ‘ Master' 
should be performed by ‘ at least seventeen men ’ ; and this becomes 
possible by the addition of the new man. [*S'ee next Adhikarana.’] 

Thus we conclude that in the case of Satras, it is necessary to bring in 
a substitute for the ‘ Master ’. 



Adhikarana (9): At the ‘ Satra \ the man substituted is 
not a ‘ Master of the Sacrifice \ 

SUTRA (23). ^ 

[PtJBVAPAK^A]-“ He must BE REGARDED AS A ‘ MaSTBR BECAUSE 

HE IS ENDOWED WITH THAT CHARACTER.’' 

Bhd^ya. 

In regard to the new man brought in at the Satra (as a substitute for 
one of the seventeen ‘ masters *), there arises the question—Is this sub¬ 
stitute to be regarded as a ‘ master or as a mere ofticiator ? 

The Purvapakaa view is as follows He must he regarded as a 
‘ Master ’ ;—^why ?—because he is endoiued with that character ; i.e. he is 
equipped with the character of ‘ Master ’ ; as a matter of fact, the maji 
who is brought in is made a ‘ Master ’ ; because on one of the ‘ Masters ’ 
having become disqualified, the other man that is brought in can be a 
‘ substitute * only if he also is made a ‘ Master —For this reason the man 
should be regarded as a ‘ Master 

SUTRA (24). 

[Siddhanta]—In reality, he should be regarded as an 
' OFFICIATOR BECAUSE HE IS SUPPORTED. 

Bhdaya, 

In reality, the man should he regarded as an ‘ officiator ’ ;—why ?— 
because he is supported ; as a matter of fact, he is supported (remunerated) 
by the remaining (sixteen) ‘ masters ’; one who is remunerated,—whose 
services are paid for,—cannot be a ‘ master ’; the man who obtains the 
reward of a sacrifice is the * master * of that sacrifice; one who only works 
for the benefit of another person is only an ‘ officiator *, and he does not 
obtain the reward of the sacrifice.—“ Why so ? ’*—It is only one who 
performs the seicrifice from beginning to end who obtains its reward ; such 
is the signification of the verb (‘sacrifice’), which denotes the act of 
sacrificing from beginning to end. 

Objection —But (if the new seventeenth man is not a ‘ master ’) then 
the subsequent performance of the Satra by the remaining (sixteen) persons 
would be defective, as there would not be ‘ seventeen masters ’ (which is 
an essential condition in a Satra ); and doing something defective, these 
men also would not be ‘ Masters * (in the correct sense); and if they are 
not ‘ Masters they also ccumot obtain the reward.” 

Answer —What is laid down in the texts is not that * there should be 
at least seventeen men in the securing of the reward ’ ; because the number 
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(of men) is not a factor in the seeming of the reward ; it is a faotor in the 
carrying on of *the duties ; the sense of the text being that ‘ the duties of 
the Sacrificer (Master) should be performed by at least seventeen men ’ ; 
and these duties are actually performed by the substitute (though he does 
not become a ‘ master ’ and a partaker in the reward); thougli he cannot 
partake in the reward, they bring him in for the purpose of fulfilling the 
conditions of the pledge (that there shall be seventeen men performing the 
duties of the ‘ master *); and the man brought in has no concern with the 
reward. 

SUTRA (25). 

Also because we find a text speaking of the beward as accbutng 

TO THAT MAN (WHO HAS BECOME DISQUALIFIED). 

Bhdsya. 

There is a text which speaks of the reward accruing to the man (who 
formed one of the seventeen persons who commenced the performance of 
the Satra) who has succumbed to fate—‘ If any one of those initiated for 
a sacrifice should happen to die, he also partakes of the reward of that 
sacrifice * ; [which shows that the man in whose place the new man has been 
brought in, still continues to be the ‘ master ’, so far as the sharing in the 
reward is concerned; though he oamiot perform the duties of a ‘ Master ’]• 
From all this it follows that the substitute is only an ‘ oflficiator 



Adhikabana (10) : At the Satra, the substitute of a ‘ Master 
should have the ‘ embellishments ’ prescribed for 
the ^Master'. 


SOTRA (26). 

He should have the ‘ embellishment.s ’ of the ‘ Master as he 
HAS TO perform HIS DUTIES. 


Bhdsya. 

It has been settled that, from among the several ‘ )>erformers ’ of the 
Satra, if one should become disqualified, another man should be substituted 
for him.—The question tliat arises now is—Is this substitute to have the 
‘embellishments’ of the ‘Master’, or those of the ‘Officiating Priest’ ? 

The Purvapaksa view is that—“ he should have tho embellishments 
of the ‘ Officiating Priest ’ ;—why ?- -because he performs the sacrifice on 
behalf of another person ; and one who sacrifices for another person is an 
‘ Officiating Priest’ (not of the Master).” 

In answer to this, wo have the following Siddhdnta:—He should have the 
embellishments of the ‘ master ’ ; because he has been declared to be one 
who is to perform the duties of tho ' Master ’ ; and when a man takes up the 
duties of another man, he becomes connected with the embellishments of 
the latter ; just as the Svadhiti becomes connected with the embellishments 
of the Sruk (when it is made to perform the functions of the latter). 



ADHiKARAijrA (11): When the prescribed Material has been 
spoilt, it is only a material similar to it that can 
be sahstituted in its place. 

SUTRA (27). 

A SIMILAR MATERIAL (SHOULD BE SUBSTITUTED) ; AS THERE IS ALWAYS 
A DESIRE TO USE A SIMILAR THING. 

Bhdsya. 

it iias been settled that when the proscribed material has been spoilt^ 
the performance should be carried on with a substituted material.—Now 
there arises the question—Should the performance be proceeded with with 
any material that ma,^’ be obtained ? Or only with such material as may 
be similar to the original one ? 

The Purvapakm view is that—“ any material may be taken up 

Against tliis we have the following Siddhdnta:—A similar nmterial ;— 
where a new material is taken up, it should be one that is similar to 
the original one.—“ Why so ? ”—All words are denotative of genus; and as 
such though the ‘genus’ is wliat is taken to be spoken of in the Vedic texts, 
yet the genus cannot have any direct bearing upon any action. Con¬ 
sequently when a material comes up as a means of accomplishing an act, 
and hence as an auxiliary to it,—the genus to which the material belongs, 
and wliich thus qualifies and differentiates that material, becomes an 
auxiliary to that act; because all the particular features of an individual 
are qualified and differentiated by its Genus ;—and it is the particidar 
feature that is auxiliary to acts. So long as the genus has not been 
recognised, the material to be taken up must bo one which is found capable 
of fvilfilling the needs of the situation ;—-and when such a material has 
been taken up, some of the particular features (of the original material) 
would become included therein ; and the advantage in this is that the 
material that is taken up is very much similar to the original one.—^From 
this it follows that when the Vrihi-grains have been spoilt, Nivdra grains 
(which are most similar to Vrihi) should be substituted. 


23 



Adhikarana (12) : When the prescribed Material has been 
spoilt, it should not be svbstituted by a material 
that has been prescribed as an option to it. 

StJTRA (28). 

In the case of optional alternatives, if the material with which 

THE sacrifice HAS BEEN BEGUN [HAPPEN TO BE SPOILT, THE 
MATERIAL TO BE SUBSTITUTED IN ITS PLACE SHOULD BE 
ONE SIMILAR TO IT], BECAUSE THAT IS WHAT HAS 
BEEN DESIGNATED. 

Bhdsya. 

At the Jyotietoma there is the Agntaomlya animal, laid down in the 
text—‘ Yo dilcaito yadagni^omlyam pashumdlabhcUe, etc.' [‘ If the man on 
being initiated, sacrifices the animal dedicated to Agni-soma', etc.] (Taitti. 
Sam. 6. 1. 11. 6). In connection with this animal, we have the injunc¬ 
tions—‘ Ho ties the animal to the post of Khadira-wood \ ‘ He ties the 
animal to the post of Paldsha-wood ' He ties the animal to the post of 
Rohitaka^wood- ’.—It may be that the performance having commenced 
with the post of Khadira-wood, that post becomes lost (or spoilt); in regard 
to such a contingency, there arises the question—Which other wood should 
be substituted ? Should it be some wood similar to the Khadira ? Or 
should it be one of the optional alternatives prescribed ? 

The Purvapakea view is that—“ the other optional material should be 
.substituted;—why so ?—because the optional alternative is directly asserted 
in the Veda, while any wood ‘ similar to the Khadira-wood ’ has not been 
directly mentioned in the Veda\ hence, it is the optional alternative that 
should be substituted 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdntai — In the case of 
optional aUernatives, if the material with which the sacrifice has been 
begun happen to be spoilt, the material to be taken up in its place should 
be one that is similar to the original material. Because when the per¬ 
formance has been commenced with one material, that material becomes 
designated as an auxiliary to it; while the other optional alternative is not 
so designated. So that when the performance has been commenced with 
the Khadira-wood, the two other kinds of wood,—the Paldsha and the 
RohUaka, are not auxiliaries to it; because so long as the Khadira-wood 
is there, these two cannot be used at the time; and what cannot be done 
is as good as not laid down in the Veda. Consequently at a performance 
where the Khadira-wood has been adopted, the other two woods should not 
be brought in at all, for the simple reason that they are not auxiliaries to 
the performance; and if the Khadira-wood that had been adopted becomes 
lost or spoilt, A wood similar to it should be sought out [and the per¬ 
formance proceeded with with that wood]. 
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StJTRA (29). 

[Objection] — “ That would be something not sanctioned by the 
Veda ’’—if this is urged [then our answer would be as 
in the following Sutra]. 

Bhd§ya. 

Says the Opponent—“If your view is that a wood simitar to the 
Khadira should be brought in,—then the bringing in of such a thing woul<l 
be an act that is not sanctioned by the Veda. Hence, by reason of its 
being sanctioned by the Veda, the optional alternative should be brovight 
in.” 

SUTRA (30). 

[Answer] —Not so ; because that is not an auxiliary at all. 

Bhdsya. 

What has been suggested would not be right ; because in the per¬ 
formance (which has been begun with one material), the other optional 
alternative material would not be an auxiliary at all; because that per¬ 
formance would be one at which the Khadira-wood has been adopted, and 
this one wood being designated, by reason of that designation, the other 
two woods are as good as not prescribed at all. 

Says the Opponent—“ If there were no designation, then their auxiliary 
character would be inconsistent; hence the two woods should be taken as 
prescribed.—‘ What if it is so ? ’—If this is so, then, in the absence of the 
wood that had been adopted, the two woods would be taken as prescribed.” 

It is not so, we reply. Because in that case, the declaration would be 
a contingent one; that is, to be adopted only when the particular con¬ 
tingency would be there ; the contingent declaration being—The other 
two woods, Paldsha and Rohitaka, should be taken up under the contingency 
of the Khadira not being there \ —“ What is the harm in that ? ”—The 
harm is that the same thing would be required as well as not-required ,— 
which would be highly inconsistent. 

Then again, the embellishments too should be done to the Khadira- 
wood ; and when a wood similar to that is actually taken up, under the im¬ 
pression that it is KhadirUy —then, under the impression that they have been 
laid down, those embellishments are performed in connection with them ; 
while with the declared optional alternative, the embellishments have no 
connection at all. 

From all this it follows that the substitute adopted should be that 
which is similar to what had been ad.opted at the outset. 



Adhikara^ta ( 13 ) : The Putikd is a substitute for Soma. 

SUTRA (31). 

It SHOULD BE REGARDED AS A ‘ SUBSTITUTE * ; EVEN THOUGH, IN THE 

ABSENCE OF SOMA, THERE MAY BE OTHER THINGS MORE SIMILAR 

(THAN PUTiKA) TO THE SOMA,-^AND ON THAT ACCOUNT, THE 

SUBSTITUTION OF THE PUTiKA MIGHT BE UNREASONABLE, 

-YET IT IS THE PUTlKA THAT SHOULD BE SUB¬ 
STITUTED, ON THE STRENGTH OF THE DECLARA¬ 
TION ; ANYTHING ELSE COULD BE SUB¬ 
STITUTED ONLY IF THERE WERE NO 
SUCH DECLARATION. 

Bhdsya. 

There is the declaration—‘ If one cannot obtain Sonia, one should 
extract the juice of the Putikd \ 

In regard to this, there arises the question—Is this to be taken as an 
injunction of the Putikd as to be used under the contingency of the absence 
of Soma ? Or as restricting the choice of a substitute (for Soma) ? 

The Purvapaksa view is as follows:— “ It should bo taken as the injunction 
of the Putikd as to be used under the contingency of the abstnice of Soma .— 
Why ?—Because there is actual injunction; and as for the substitute, it is 
never enjoined ; it comes to be adopted as a matter of course, for the 
purpose of accomplishing what has to bo accomplished (when the original 
enjoined substance has become useless);—the Putikd, on the other hand, 
we find to be actually enjoined ;—^and such an Injimction would be useful 
only if it were taken as laying down an optional alternative.—From all this 
it follows that the Puilkd should not be regarded as a substitute [it should 
be regarded as an optional alternative].'^ 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta :—It should be 
regarded as a substitute. —Why ?—^When the means of accomplishing a 
sacrifice is lost (or destroyed), another means (in the shape of the Putikd) 
is taken up for its accomplishment,—on account of the ab.sence of the 
prescribed (Soma). —But it would be unreasonable to select the Putikd, 
because there are other things similar to Soma." —Oiu* answer to this is 
that this selection is done on the basis of the express declaration ; that is 
to say, the Soma not being available, there are several things, more or less 
similar to Soma, which present themselves as likely to be taken up ; and 
from among these things, the declaration in question serves to restrict the 
choice to the Putikd, —^this special declaration being necessary because the 
resemblance of the Putikd to the Soma is slighter (than that of many other 
things).—“ Why so ? ’’—Well, the sacrifice that has been commenced has got to 
be performed ; imder the circumstances, some substance or the other would 
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have to be brought in, even though there were no declaration to that effect; 
—^now, what is already recognised as to be done or used does not need to 
be enjoined; there can be only a reference to (or reiteration of) what is already 
known.—“ But why should there be this reiteration ? ’*—The answer to that 
is that what is only slightly similar to Soma may not be generally recognised 
as to be used, hence for the purpose of laying down that thing, a reiteration 
becomes necessary. 

The purpose served by this Adhikararm is that, if the Putlkd is a svb* 
atitute^ then on the loss of the PuJtlhd^ the substance to be used should have 
to be similar to the Soma (not to the PtUikd) ; whereas if the PiUlkd is 
enjoined as another substance (as an optional alternative to Soma), then 
on the loss of the Putlkd, the other substance to be used should have to 
be similar to the P^itlkd (not to the Soma), [Vide Adhikarana 16 , below,\ 



AoHiKARAiirA (14): When the substittUed^ material becomes 
spoilt, the fresh material to be used should be one 
that is similar to the original material. 

SCTRA (32). 

Thebe can be no ‘ substitute * to a ' substitute because both 
STAND on the SAME FOOTING. 

Bhdaya. 

The question to be considered now is as follows :—In a ease where 
the prescribed material has been secured,—and on its being spoilt, a 
substitute has been brought in and the performance proceeded with,—then, if 
this substituted material has also become spoilt,—what sort of fresh material 
should be brought in ? Should it be one similar to the substituted 
material ? Or one similar to the originally prescribed material which had 
been spoilt ? 

On this question, the Purvapak§a view is that ’ when the substituted 
material is spoilt, the new material brought in should be similar to this 
substituted material.—in accordance with the principle arrived at in a 
previous Adhikarana (twelfth) 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta :— There can be 
no * anhatitvie ^ to a'' avhatitute —-why ?— hezauae both atand on the aame footing ; 
that is to say, just as the first substitute was brought in for the purpose 
of being used like the original prescribed material—and not for being used 
aa a avhatitute, —so the second substitute also is to be brought in for being 
used like that same original prescribed material, and not for being used 
aa a avhatitute, —From this it follows that the fresh (third) material brought 
in should not be one similar to the substituted (second) material;—in fact, 
one similar to the original (first) material should be sought out. 



Adhikarana (15): Even in a case where the substitute 
itself is a prescribed one^—if it becomes spoilt, the 
new material brought in should be similar 
to the original material, not to the 
substitute. 

StTTRA (33). 


[P0BVAPAK9A]-“ In a case where 'FHE substitute is one that has 

ITSELF BEEN PKESCRIBED IN THE VbDA ; (iN THE EVENT OF ITS 
BEING SPOILT) THE NEW MATERIAL SHOULD BE ONE SIMILAR 
TO THAT SUBSTITUTE ITSELF : BECAUSE IN THIS CASE 
THE SUBSTITUTE IS ONE THAT IS IMMUTABLE.” 


Bhdsya, 


The question (arising out of the foregoing Adhikaraim) to be considered 
now is—How should it be in a case where the substitute is one that has 
itself been prescribed in the Veda ? For instance, it has been laid down 
that ‘ if one cannot obtain Somay he should extract the juice of the PiUikd * ; 
now when the PiUikd also is spoilt, should the new material to be brought 
in be similar to the Putikd or to the Soma ?—[In the foregoing Adhikarana, 
it has been decided that it should be similar to the original material: and 
according to that, the new material should be similar to the Soma. But 
the cases dealt with in the preceding Adhikarana would appear to be those 
in which the substituted material had been brought in by virtue of its 
similarity to the original material, and not by virtue of any injunction 
regarding itself. In the case now put forward, the substituted material, 
PtUlkd has been brought in, not because it is similar to Soma, because, 
as already pointed out before, there are other things that are more similar 
to Soma, —‘but because it has itself been laid down as to be used as a 
substitute. ] 

On this question, the Purvapak§a view is as follows :—“ In a case 
where the substitute is one thcU has itself been laid down in the Veda, the new 
material should he one similar to that substitute itself. Because parts of the 
Putikd have been laid down as to be used in the absence of Soma ;—and in 
the case in question, there is absence of Soma; —it follows therefore that 
parts of the Putikd should be used [and parts of the PtUlkd can be present 
only in such substances as are similar to the PtUlkd.] ” 
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StJTRA (34). 

[SiddhInta)—That cannot be ; because the desire is 
FOR SECURING ‘ SOMA 

Bhd^ya. 

It cannot be as suggested by the Purvapaksa ; because the desire that 
the performer has is. not for the securing parts of Putikd ; what is 
emphasised (by the text laying down the P'tUlkd as substitute for Smna) 
is its similarity to Soma ; it is thus that the injunction of the Putikd serves 
a visible purpose (of securing something like the desired Soma) ; if the 
injunction were of something dissimilar to the Soma, then it would be 
necessary to assiune some unseen (transcendental) result as following from 
the use of that substance.—Hence it follows that the material to be brought 
in should be one in which the similarity to the desired Soma, is present, 
—even though it be not similar to the Putikd ; and stress need not be laid 
upon similarity to the P^alkd itself. 



Adhikakana ( 16 ): The prescribed material brought in 
having been spoilt; if another supply of the same 
is available, then the performame should be 
proceeded with with this frej^h supply. 

SUTRA (35). 

If the Principal. Material is obtainable, then the Principal 

ITSELF SHOULD BE BROUGHT IN ; AS IT IS ONLY IN THE ABSENCE 

OF THE Principal that a substitute is BRoucmT in. 

Bhdsya. 

In a case where the prescribed material has been spoilt,—and thv 
man going out to seek for a substitute, comes by the prescribed material 
itself,—should he bring in a substitute ? Or should he make use of the 
second supply of the principal prescribed material itself ? 

On tliis question, the Purvapaksa view is that—“ a substitute should 
be brought in ; as he had made up his mind to use the substitute, he would 
be true to his determination only if he brought in the substitute ;—hence 
a substitute should be brought in 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhanta :—When the Principal 
is available, that itself should be brought in. Because it is only when the 
prescribed material is not there that the substitute is brought in as a make¬ 
shift ; and further, if the prescribed material is used, then all its parts are 
what are required ; whereas if the substitute is used, the proper parts are 
only a few (i.e. only those that constitute the points of similarity to the 
Principal Material), 

As regards the argument that, ‘‘ this would involve the impropriety of 
abandoning the determination (of using the substitute)”—we ask-—Is 
there impropriety in adopting what has been enjoined, or in what is open to 
censure by cultiu'ed people ?—[And in the case in question, the cultured 
people would certainly censure that course of action in which the sub¬ 
stitute would be used oven when the Principal prescribed material was 
available. ] 



Adhikarana (17): When the performance has been com- 
menced vnih a substituted material^ it should be 
completed with that material,—even if the 
Principal Material becomes available in 
the interval. 

SUTRA (36). 

[Puevapak§aJ—“Even when the performance has already com¬ 
menced (WITH THE SUBSTITUTED MATERIAL) [THE PRINCIPAL 

Material should be brought in as soon as 
IT IS available].” 

Bhd^ya. 

At the Agnihotra and other sacrifices, the prescribed material having 
been spoilt, the substitute has been brought in, and a few rites performed 
with it,—if, after this, a fresh supply of the prescribed material is obtained, 
—should this latter be taken up for use duiing the rest of the performance ? 
Or should the performance continue and be completed with the substituted 
material ? 

The Purvapak§a view is as follows:—“ Even after the performance has 
commenced (with the substituted material), the prescribed material (when 
obtained) should be brought in ; as it has been already pointed out that it is 
only in the absence of the Principal that a substitute is brought in (Su. 36). 
Consequently, the substitute should not be vised (when the Principal has 
been secured).” 

SUTRA (37). 

[Siddhanta]—Not so ; as it would be useless. 

Bhd§ya. 

Not so ; when the Khadira-wood ^prescribed for the making of the Post) not 
being available, the animal has been tied to the post mewie of Kadara-wood, 
—if the Khadira becomes available, what would the man do with it, when the 
tying has already been done ? It is only for some purpose that the Khadira 
should be brought in, not merely for the sake of bringing in the Khadira. — 
Hence we conclude that under the circumstances in question, the prescribed 
material should not be brought in. 



Abhikarana (18) : Even though the substitute he fitter 
than the Prescribed Material for ‘ embellishment \ 
it is the latter that should be adopted. 

8CTRA (38). 

When there is conflict between the Substance and Embellish¬ 
ments, GREATER REGARD SHOULD BE PAID TO THE SUBSTANCE *, 

AS THE Embellishments are for the sake of the 
Substance. 

Bhasya. 

When the Animal-sacrifice has commenced, it is found that the piece 
of Khadira-wood (the primary, prescribed substance) available is not fit 
for being chiselled and undergoing other embellislunents, while there is a 
piece of Kadara (which is generally substituted for Khadira) which is larger 
and very much fitter for undergoing the embellishments ;—there then 
arises the question—Wtiich of the two should be taken up for use ? 

The Purvapak^a view is that, “ the piece of KadUira should be taken up. 
as otherwise, the Embellishments would have to be given up 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta:—When there is 
conflict between the Substance and Embellishments^ greater regard should be 
paid to the substancey —not to the embellishments.—Why ?—Because the 
embellishments are for the sake of the substance ; that is, all that the embellish¬ 
ments do is to make the substance fit for use. If the embellishments are 
dropped, the substance remains and can be used ; but when the substance 
is not there, then there can be no embellishments; so that in this case 
there would be neither the substance nor the embellishments. In fact, the 
substance is the door through which the embellishments go in (to help in 
the final result),—such being the idea countenanced by the scriptures ; hence 
when the substance is not there, their door having been destroyed, the 
embellishments could not go in to help the Final Transcendental Result.— 
Hence it follows that under the circumstances stated, the piece of Khadira- 
wood should be taken up for use. 



Adhtkarana (19) : If the Primary Substance available is 
not fit for use^ then^ the substitute should he taken 
up^ even in the presence of the Primary^ 

SUTRA (39). 

When there is conflict between ‘ Use * and ‘ Substance cmEATER 

REGARD SHOULD BE PAID TO ‘ USE ’ ; AS IN THE ABSENCE OF 
THE SUBSTANCE, THE SUBSTITUTE HAS TO BE BROUGHT IN *, 

AND BECAUSE SUBSTANCES ARE FOR THE 
PURPOSES OF ‘ Use 

Bhdsya. 

At the time tliat the Sacrificial Post is going to bo made, it is found 
that the piece of Khadira-wood that is there is not fit (strong enough) for 
incapacitating the animal (to be tied to it), while there is a piece of 
Kadara-wood which is quite fit for the purpose ;—the question then arises— 
Which of the two should be taken up for use ?—the Khadira or the 
Kadara ? 

The Purvapaksa view is as follows:—“ The Khadira should be taken U}> 
for use ; because that is what has been prescribed ; hence by taking it up, 
one does what is enjoined by the script\ires ;—if, on the other hand, he 
brought in the substitute, he would do what is not enjoined ;—hence in the 
case in question, the substitute should not be used.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta : —Where there ia 
conflict between ‘ use ’ and ‘ anhat-ance *, greater regard ahould he paid to ‘ uae * ,* 
—^the substance is brought in only for the sake of its ‘ use ’ ; for instance, 
the wood is brought in only for the purpose of making the Post by being 
tied to which the animal would become incapacitated;—and it is not 
brought in simply for the sake of being brought in. In fact, by bringing 
in the Kadara^ one would be going against the injunction of the mate¬ 
rial (for making the Post), but he would accomplish the tise (pTU’pose) 
all right; while by bringing in the (useless) Khadira^ he would be going 
against both (the substance being, by itself, worthless ; and the purpose 
not being served at all).—Hence in the case in question, the Kadara should 
be brought in. 

It has been declared that in the absence of the substance, the subatitule 
is to he brought in ; and substances are meant only for the sake of the uoe 
to which they can be put. [Hence when a substance is unfit for use, it is 
as good as non-existent.] 



Adhikabaija (20) : If the Primary substance is just suffi¬ 
cient for the main purpose only, not for all the 
purposes,—still that is what should he 
taken up. 

SUTRA (40). 

[POrvapak^a]—“ The sub-stitute should be brought ih also after 

A PART OF THE WORK HAS BEEN ACCOMPLISHED.” 

Bhdsya. 

At a performance, the Vrihi-corn (which is the prescribed l^rimary 
substance) is just enough for the single libation of the Dvyavaddna ; while 
there is also the Nlvdra-coTtiy which is enough for that offering as also for 
all the other purposes -the question that arises is—Which of the two sub¬ 
stances should be taken up for use ? 

The Purvapnksa view is as follow’S :—“ Also when a part of the work ^— 
in the shape of the one offering of the Dmjavaduna—hae been done (witli 
the Primary substance)-—the substitute should be brought in.—Why ?— 
I^eeause in this way alone would the remaining purposes be accomplished.*’ 

SUTRA (41). 

fSiDDHANTA]—I n KEALITY, ONEY A PART SHOULD BE PEKFORMED [THAT 
ALONE WHICH CAN BE DONE WITH THE PbIMARY SUBSTANCE] ; 

BECAUSE THAT MUCH ALONE OF THE WORK IS CAPABLE OF 
BEING ACCOMPLISHED WITH IT; AND THE REST OF THE 
‘ USES ’ ARE ALL EQUAL, IN THAT THEY ARE ALL 

AUXILIARY TO THE MAIN USE,-SUBSERVING 

AS THEY DO ONLY THE PURPOSES 
OF THE SUBSTANCE. 

Bhdsya, 

The plirase ‘ api vd " (' in reality ’) serves to set aside the Purvapakm. 

With the small quantity of Fn/n-corn that is there, the main part of 
the work—that is, the offering of the Dvyavaddna —should be accomplished. 
—Why ? —Because that much alone of the work is capable of being accom¬ 
plished tvith it; ill all cases, that much of the work alone is done with a 
tiling which can be done with it; if the rest of the work—the other purposes 
—cannot be accomplished with that substance,—those being only such 
factors as are subordinate to the main purpose,— it would not be right to 
reject the main tiling for considerations of the subordinate factors 
because a real auxiliary is that which helps the Primary^ not that which mars 
it;—in the case in question, if the rest of the purposes were accomplished 
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with the substituted materia], they would deprive the Primary o|Pering 
of the character of ‘ being Vtihi ’ ; and yet ‘ being Vnhi ’ has been dfirectly 
declared to be a factor in the main offering as in the text ‘ one should perform 
the sacrifice with the Fri/it-corn —From this it follows that no heed 
need be paid to the rest of the purposes (to be served by the substance). 
If there were no distinction between the auxiliaries as ‘ primary ’ and 
‘ secondary then heed would have had to be paid to them ;—but the 
distinction is there:—hence it follows that imder the circumstances stated, 
the substitute should not be used. 

We find a text also indicative of the same conclusion—‘ The offerings 
may be made somehow or other ’ [which indicates that where there is just 
enough of the Primary substance for the main offering, the rest of the 
offerings may be made somehow or other\ 


End of Pdda Hi of Adhydya F7. 



ADHYAYA VI. 


PADA IV. 

Adhikarana (1) : When the portion of the cake sliced 
for making the offering becomes spoilt^ .another 
cake has to he brought in. 

SUTRA (1). 

[PCrvapak§a]—“When the ‘Two Pieces’ become spoilt, another 

SLICE SHOULD BE CUT OUT OF THE REMAINDER OF THE CaKE ; 

BECAUSE IT IS MEANT FOR THAT PURPOSE.” 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Daraha^Pun^amdaa, we read—* Yaddgneyd*- 
apdkapdlo ‘ mdvdaydydm paurryjimdaydnchd^chyiU hhuvati ’ [‘ On the Full- 

Moon and the Moonless Days, one should not omit the offering of the Cake 
baked upon eight pans, to Agrni ’]. (Taitti. Sam. 2. 6. 3. 3.)— Out of this 
Cake, ‘ Two Pieces ’ (constituting the offering to Agni) having been cut 
out, become spoilt; the question that arises is—Should the ‘ Two Pieces *• 
offering be again cut out of the remaining portion of the Cake—or not ? 

On this question, the Purvapakaa view is as follows :—“ Wfien the 
' Two Pieces ’ become spoilt^ another alice ahould he ctU otU of the remainder 
of the Cake, —Why so ?— Because it ta meant for that purpose ; that is. the 
material (Cake) has been got ready for being offered to Agni ;—hence the 
offering to Agni has got to be accomplished ;—when the ‘ Two Pieces ’ 
have been destroyed, the sacrifice still remains to be accomplished;— 
and it is the sacrifice that the man needs to perform;—this sacrifice as 
prescribed can be accomplished only by means of the offering to Agni ;— 
such being the case, why should the offering not be made ? Consequently 
it is necessary that another ‘ Two Pieces ’ should be sliced out of the 
remainder of the Cake.” 

SUTRA (2). 

[Siddhanta]—^Another Cake should be brought in, because of 
THE definite DECLARATION. 

Bhdsya. 

In fact, another cake should be brought in, and the other ‘ Two Pieces * 
should not be cut out of the former cake.—^Why ?— Because of the definite 
declaration. There is the definite decletration—‘ A slice should be cut out 
from the centre; and from the first half'*; —the ‘Two Pieces’ are con* 
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iiected with the ‘ offering into Fire *—as laid down in the text—‘ One should 
offer the Two-pieces into the fire * ;—and it has been further specified as to 
be cut out of the centre and the first half; —now that portion of the cake 
which had been cut out of the centre and the first half, and which, on that 
account, w'as connected with the offering in question,—-having been spoilt,— 
if the offering were made out of the remainder of the same cake, then it 
would have been made of a substance not cut out of the ‘ Centre * and the 
‘ first half —“ The second offering could be sliced out of the centre and the 
first half of what remains of the Cake [so that the difficulty pointed out 
would disappear].”—The answer to this is that what has been enjoined as 
to be offered is the piece cut out of the centre and the first half of the 
entire cake^ not of any other thing. 

Or, the term ‘ nirdeshdt ’ (‘ definite declaration ’) in the Sutra may be 
explained as follows :—The following text definitely declares that when one 
substance has been destroyed, another substance should be brought in—‘ If 
all the offering-materials of the performer are destroyed or spoilt or stolen, 
he should make the offering to all the deities with Clarified Butter — 
where it is laid down that when an offering-material is lost. Clarified Butter 
should be used. From this it follows that the second ‘ Two Pieces ’ should 
not be cut out of the remainder of the Cake. 

Another person has explained the term ' nirdheshdt ’ to mean ' because 
the remainder has been laid down as to be used for other purposes ’—i.e. 
all those uses that have been laid down as to be made of the Remnant. 

This explanation, however, is not right; because sacrificial materials 
are not obtained for the purpose of these uses of Remnants ; and as a 
matter of fact, imtil the accomplishment of all that is to bo done with the 
sacrificial material, no other use should bo made of it. Henco the Sutra 
cannot have the meaning suggested. 



ADHiKABAijrA (2): When the slice cut out for the ‘ Svistakrt * 
offering has become spoilt, another slice shall not 
he cut out for it. 

SUTRA (3). 

In BBALITy, ALL THAT IS TO BE DONE WITH THE ‘ BEMNANT ’ SHOULD BE 
OMITTED ; BECAUSE THAT IS DONE FOR A SPECIAL PURPOSE. 

Bhdsya. 

[The ‘ Svistakrt ’-offering is laid down as to be made out of the 
remnant of the material used at the sacrifice]; in a case where the portion 
carved out of the Remnant for this offering has been spoilt, there arises 
the question as to whether another portion should be carved out of the 
remnant—or not. 

On this question, the Purvapak^a view is as follows ;—“ A fresh portion 
shouild be carved out of the Remnant.—^Why ?—Because in this case, 
the first portion is carved, not out of the whole of the ‘ second half ’,—but 
out of that part which is nearest to the performer. Because as a rule, 
whenever there is need for carving, it is done out of the part nearest to 
the agent; hence when the portion is carved out of it, what is done is in 
strict accordance with what has been prescribed.—^Hence it follows that 
another portion should be carved out of the Remnant.” 

In answer to the above, we have the following SiddMnta : —All that is 
to he done with the Remnant should he omitted ;—why ?— because that is 
done for a special purpose ; there is a special purpose for which the portion 
is carved out of the remnant;—this purpose being the disposal of the 
Remnant;—^and the ‘ Disposal ’ helps the performer by clearing the space ;— 
it is for the purpose of securing this clearance that the special method is 
laid down in the shape of the Svi§tukrt-oQevin^^ by means of which the 
required disposal and the consequent clearance are to be brought about. 
Such being the case, if, on being taken out for being offered, the substance 
(portion of the Cake) should get spoilt,—the clearance intended to be done 
by its means will have been already effected; and it would not be the 
motive for any further taking up. Then again what the injunction says 
is that ‘ what is to be disposed of should be disposed of by means of the 
Svi§takrt-o^Qvm^ ’;—and the thing being spoilt, there would be nothing 
that is to he disposed of; hence the bvi§pakrt-offering would ipso facto be 
dropped.—After the principal offering has been made (at a sacrifice) what 
remains is to be used for all those acts that are prescribed as to be done 
with the Remnant; hence when one portion heis been carved out (for the 
Svistakrt-o^evixigf and spoilt), what remains has to be used for the other 
acts. 


24 
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ADHiKARAijrA (3): The Priests alone shall eat the Remnant. 

StJTRA (4). 

[PCbvapak^a]—“The ‘Eating of the Remnant’ should be done 

BY OTHERS, AS THERE IS THE SPECIFIC DECLARATION ;—^AS IN 
THE CASE OF THE PRIMARY ACT.” 

Bhdsya. 

There are the Darsha-Purnamdaa sacrifices; at which there are 
* eatings * to be done at the time of the Prdahitray the Ghaturdhakaraiuiy 
and the Shamyuvdha. 

In connection with these, there arises the question—Are these eatings 
to be done by the priests mentioned in the context of (i.e. actually engaged 
in) the sacrifice ? Or by other persons ? 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows :—“ The eating 
of the Remnant is to be done by persons other than those engaged in the 
sacrifice.—^Why ?—Because there is a specific declaration ; the Adhvaryu and 
other priests (engaged in the sacrifice) have been specially declared as partak¬ 
ing in the eating of the /dd-remnant, in the text, ‘ Yajamdnapahchamdh 
i^dm hhaksayarUi * [‘ The priests, with the Sacrificer as the fifth, eat the 
Idd-remnant *] ; and here the declaration has been made for the purpose 
of precluding all other persons who would be likely to do the eating ; and 
the sense of this is that the priests specially mentioned here are to eat the 
/cid>remnant only.—Just as in the case of the text ^ Agneyo'^tdkapdlah' — 
(‘The cake baked upon eight cakes is to be offered to Agni ’] (Taitti. Sam. 
2. 6. 3. 3),—^what is done is that the ‘ Two Slices * are specified from among 
all those things in regard to sacrificing with which there is no restriction; 
and this text cannot be taken as an Injunction, as what it speaks of is 
already known;—^nor can it be taken a.s a reiteration, as that would be 
entirely useless;—^it has, therefore, to be taken as a Preclusion, whereby it 
serves a useful purpose.—In the same manner in the case in question, the 
declaration quoted should be taken as indicating the preclusion (from other 
eatings) of the five persons named (i.e. the four principal priests with the 
Sacrificer as the fifth). 

Further, if the eating were to be done by only those who are engaged 
in the sacrifice, then there would be difficulties in the case of the Ashva- 
fnidha sacrifice; there are so many ‘ eatings ’ to be done at that sacrifice 
that if all were done by the few persons actually engaged in the sacrifice, 
they would all die (of over-eating).” 

SUTRA (6). 

[Siddhanta]— It should be done by all (those engaged in the 

SAOBIFIOB), as it is those that ABE CONGREGATED THERE. 

Bhd§ya, 

The eating should be done by all —i.e. by all those engaged in the 
sacrifice ; the eating serves the purpose of bringing about an ‘ embellishment ’ 



1077 


ADHYIyA VI, PADA IV, ADHIKABANA (3). 

f 

in the men ; the men thus embellished would go about the performance ; 
and as there are no grounds for discriminating among them, all those that 
are congregated at the sacrifice should do the eating. 

SDTRA (6). 

As POB THE ‘ Specific declabation it serves the purpose of 
LAYING DOWN AN ADDITIONAL DETAIL. 

Bhd^ya. 

It has been iu*ged (imder Su. 4) that there is the specific declaration 
[viz.: ‘The priests, with the sacrificer as the fifth, eat the /^-remnant*] 
(which shows that the persons herein named are not to do the eating)”.— 
But in reality, the ‘ specific declaration ’ serves the purpose of laying down 
an additioiml detail^ —i.e. the fact of the other persons (priests) partaking 
in the eating having been already indicated by the fact of their working 
at the sacrifice, the text quoted serves to declare that the Sacrificer also is 
to do the eating, as the fifth person ; so that the declaration is for the 
purpose of pointing out the possibility of the Sacrificer doing the eating ; 
hence it cannot be taken as precluding the persons (from all eatings other 
than that of the /(id-remnant). 

SUTRA (7). 

As REGARDS THE PRIMARY,—^IN REGARD TO THAT, THERE IS 
THE CLEAR VeDIC TEXT. 

Bhdsya. 

It has been urged that in connection with the Primary offering (of the 
Cake baked on eight pans), it is only the ‘ Two-slice-offering * that is spoken 
of.—But in that case, we admit of Preclusion, on the strength of the clear 
text. Specially as that text contains no injunction of anything new.—On 
the other hand, the text, ‘The Priests with the Sacrificer aa the fifth 
eat the Idd-remnant ’, actually enjoins the Sacrificer (as the eater, who is 
not already known as such). And when there is a doubt as to whether 
a text should be taken as an Injunction or a Preclusion, the better course 
is to take it as an Injunction ; as in the case of Injunction, the words are 
taken in their natural sense ; while Preclusion involves three objectionable 
features—the abandoning of the natural meaning of the words, the accept¬ 
ance of another meaning and the setting aside of what is already known.— 
From all this, it follows that the eating should be done by the persons 
engaged in the sacrifice. 

SUTRA (8). 

{Objection] —“ Bur the preclusion serves a useful purpose ”,— 
IF this is urged [then the answer is as in the next Sutra]. 

Bhd^ya. 

It has been urged that—“ if only the persons engaged in the sacrifice 
were to do the eating, then this would be impossible in the cfiwe of the 
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Ashvam^dha SEtcrifice, where there are many eatings to be done (too many 
for the few persons engaged in the sacrifice) **.—^This has got to be refuted 
[which is done in the following Sutra], 

StJTRA (9). 

That does not affect the case in question ; because in that case 

THEBE WOULD BE INCOMPATIBILITY WITH THE INJUNCTION. 

Bhdaya. 

At the Ashvam^ha-sacrifice the persons engaged shall not eat all 
there is to eat, i.e. if they were to oat it all, they could not complete the 
Ashvaniedha sacrifice [as they would die of over-eating]; in this case the 
performajice of the Ashvamedha sacrifice is directly enjoined by a Vedic 
text, while the eating of all the remnants is to be done at it only by virtue 
of the general law (that the ectype is to be performed like the Archetype ; 
and at the Archetype of the Ashvamedha, all the eating is done bj^ the 
Priests engaged in the sacrifice); and when the latter conflicts with the 
former, it is only natural that it should be set aside; [hence at the 
Ashvamedha^ all the eatings are not to be done by the Priests engaged in 
the sacrifice];—in the case in question, on the other hand, there is no such 
conflict; hence in this case all the eating is to be done by the persons 
engaged in the sacrifice. 



Adhikabana (4): The Expiatory Homa is to he performed 
when either the whole or a part of the Pan is 
broken. 

SOTRA (10). 

[SiddhInta]—Even when only a part is broken, the Expiatory 
Homa should be performed ; because the contingency 

IS PRESENT THERE. 

Bhdsya, 

There are the Darsha-Purtmmdaa sacrifices, in connection with which 
it is declared—‘When the pan breaks, one should offer Homa’, ‘When 
the material is spilled, one should offer Honm\ 

In regard to this there arises the question—Is the expiatory Homa 
to be performed only when the whole Pan is broken, and when the whole 
of the material is spilled ? Or also when only a part is broken or spilled ? 

Question —“ When is the pan to be regarded as broken wholly and 
when as broken in part ? ” 

When it has been smashed to pieces and is absolutely unfit for use, 
it is regarded as wholly broken ; when however, even though a piece has been 
broken, the pan remains fit for use, it is said to be broken in part. 

The apparent answer to the question [which is also the Siddhdntd] is 
that the expiatory Homa is to be performed also when the pan is broken 
in part. —“Why?”— Because the contingency is present there \ that is, the 
breaking is there ; as what is broken in part is also ‘ broken * ; and when 
the contingency {being broken) is there, the contingent rite must be per¬ 
formed. 


SUTRA (11). 

[POrvapaksa’s argument against Siddhanta]—“ In reality, there is 
TO BE NO Expiatory Homa when the pan is wholly broken ; 
BECAUSE IT HAS BECOME ENTIRELY UNFIT FOR USE AND 

THE Expiation is for the purpose of making 

THE PAN USEFUL.” 


The particle ' tu^ (‘in reality ’) indicates the rejection of the view set 
forth in the preceding Sutra, 

“ There should he no expiatory Homa when the pan Is wholly broken ; 
because the expiation is for the purpose of embellishing or purifying what 
has been spoilt. —‘ Why so ? ’—Because what is wanted is not the offering 
of Homa, but the thing that has undergone breakage ; as it is with this 
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latter when duly embellished and purified that the performance is to be^ 
carried on ; it is with this view that the expiatory Homa is performed. 
Nothing can be done with the pan that has been smashed to pieces; hence 
in that case, the expiation would be futile. With the pan broken in a part, 
on the other hand, work can be done ; hence when the pan is only partly 
broken, the expiation should be performed.” 

SCTRA (12) 

[Answer to the POrvapak^a argumerU] —It should be done, 

BECAUSE THE CONTINGENCY IS THERE.-ThE ‘ HOMA ’ IS NOT AN 

AUXILIARY (embellishment) OF THE (BROKEN) PaN, 
BECAUSE rr IS CONNECTED WITH SOMETHING (THE 
MAIN SACRIFICE) WHICH IS ESSENTIAL (ETERNAL, EVER¬ 
LASTING) ; HENCE IT CANNOT BE SUBSIDIARY TO THE 

Pan, BECAUSE this latter is something not- 
ETERNAL (EPHEMERAL). 

Bhdsya. 

The expiatory Horna should bo performed, even when the Pan is wholly 
broken.—” Why ? ”— Because the contingency is there ; i.e. the contingency 
in the shape of ‘ breakage ’ is there ; and when the contingency is there, the 
contingent must be performed. 

It has been argued that ” the Expiation is for the embellishment or 
purification of what has been spoilt ”.—But, as a matter of fact, the 
Expiatory Homa is not an auxiliary (embellishment) of the (broken) Pan ;— 
why ?— because it is connected with something eternal [i.e. all the details 
of the Darsha-PUrtuimdsa sacrifice are in reality prompted by the resultant 
Apurva of that sacrifice ; and this is an eternal or essential factor— Tuptlkd 
and TarUraratna']; and by virtue of this connection, the Homa in question 
is as good as eternal or essential,—^while the ‘ breakage ’ is an ephemeral 
factor ; and what is* eternal is never enjoined for the benefit of what is 
ephemeral; so that, if a detail of the Darsha-Purnamasa sacrifices is eternal 
or essential, it cannot be taken as helping what is ephemeral.—^Why ?— 
Because what is ephemeral may not be there at some point of time ; how 
then could the eternal factor help it when it is non-existent ?—” What is the 
harm in that ? ”—There will be this difficulty that the eternal factor would 
not be able to help it; and hence the assertion that the ‘ eternal factor 
would help ’ would be meaningless.—If, however, the Homa is something 
contingent —[that is, while, as a detail pertaining to the Darsha-PurTUundsa, 
it is eternal, its actual performance would be contingent upon there being 
a ‘ breakage ’ of the Pan],—^then the said difficulty would not arise. Hence 
our view of the case is the right one; under this view, the Homa would 
be performed when there is breakage of the Pan,—and when there is no 
breakage, it would ndt be performed.—^Under the PUrvapakfa view, on the^ 
other hand, there wotild be the difficulty that there can be no connection 
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between the etermd (Honm) and the non-etemal (Breakage of the Pan).— 
From all this it follows that the expiatory Homo, is to be performed when* 
ever there is any breakage (either wholly or in part), 

SUTRA (13). 

Further, inasmuch as accessories are meant to subserve the 

PURPOSES OP SOMETHING ELSE, THEY CAN BE USED APART 
FROM THIS LATTER ONLY Wh4n THERE IS A DIRECT 
DECLARATION TO THAT EFFECT. 

Bhd§ya. 

An accessory can be regarded as subserving the purposes of another 
accessory only when there is a direct declaration to that effect. In 
accordance with the ‘ Context all the accessories,—the Homo as well as 
the Broken Pan,—subserve the purposes of the Primary Sacrifice; the 
Broken Pan is not enjoined as the receptacle of the Homa ; because, if the 
Broken Pan were the receptacle, then no other Homa could have been 
enjoined ; as in that case the Broken Pan would be taken to be an accessory 
of the Primary Sacrifice ; and this w^ould militate against the connection of 
that sacrifice with the Ahavamya Fire (which is the prescribed receptacle 
for all Homas offered in course of the sacrifice).—“ But in view of the distinct 
declaration, the two (the Ahava-mya Fire and the Broken Pan) could be 
taken as optional alternatives (for being used as the receptacle of Homa)J*' 
—That cannot be possible; because as for the Declaration Bhinnejyhoti^)„ 
it could be taken as laying down the ‘ breakage ’ (of the Pan) as a con¬ 
tingency under which the Homa should be performed [hence it is not 
necessary to take the Broken Pan as the receptacle of Honui] ; and also 
because the Homa has been directly enjoined by the text (Bhinns jnhoti ; 
which therefore cannot be taken as enjoining the receptacle). So that the 
injunction of the Homa (by the text) is got at from the direct meaning of 
the words of the text, while that of the Broken Pan as the accessory can 
l^e got at only through the indications of ‘ Syntactical Connection *. Hence 
the Broken Pan cannot be regarded as the receptacle (of the Homa ),— 
“ Even when ‘ Breakage * is regarded as the contingency (imder which the 
Homa is to be performed), there can be no injunction of another Homa, 
as the text could enjoin the contingency only for the p€irticular Homa 
mentioned in the context.”—That cannot be ; because, the contingency 
(or condition) is what is not predicated ; hence if the contingency were 
enjoined (and hence predicated), then it would not be a contingency at all. 
—^If then, it were taken as the stibject, —and that for which it is a con¬ 
tingency were also a subject, —then there could be no connection between 
two subjects, —Then again, what is enjoined in the context is not that 
* Breakage should be done *,—but what is enjoined is the other thing mentioned 
(i.e. the Homa), as to be done after the Breakage has occurred. 
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‘‘ In connection with the Breakage [there is something totally 

DIBTERENT TO BE DONE] ”,—IF THIS IS URGED [then the 
answer will be as in the following Sutra,] 

Bhdsya, 

The following argument might be brought forward—“ There is a text 
which clearly indicates that the Broken Pan is to be repaired—‘ May T 
repair the Pan by means of the (5dycUrt of a hundred syllables [So that 
when the Breakage is meant to be repaired, then the breakage could not be 
taken as a contingency imder which the Homa would be performed, which 
Homa would render the Pan fit for further use.—If this were so, then there 
would be no point in repairing the broken Pan].” 

To this our answer will be as follows— 

SUTRA (15). 

That is not so ; because what is spoken op in the text quoted 

CANNOT BE SUBSIDIARY TO THE BREAKAGE. 


Bhdsya, 


The repairing spoken of in the text quoted cannot be regarded as 
subsidiary to the Breakage ; because as a matter of fact, the Breakage cannot 
be repaired by means of either a Homa or a Mantra, Even if it could be 
repaired by means of clay, the notion that it is * broken ’ would still be 
there. 


SUTRA (16). 

If the declaration of its being thrown into water were taken 

AS relating to the case of total destruction, then it 
WOULD BE meaningless. 

Bhdsya, 

In connection with the total destruction (of the Pan), we have the 
text—‘ The broken pan they throw into water ’ ; such being the case, any 
embellishment of it would be useless. [Hence the Homa cannot be 
regarded as an embellishment of the Pan.]—“ But it could be picked out 
of the water and then placed upon the Fire.”—^Not so, we reply ; because 
it has been declared that ‘ he sets up another (pan) *. 

From all this it follows that what is laid down in the text ‘ Bhinne 
juhoti * is a contingent auxiliary of the Main Sacrifice. 



Adhikarana (5) : ‘ Ksdmestinydya ’ ;—In the case of 

burning, it is only when the whole cake is burnt, 
that the expiatory Act is to be performed. 


SUTRA (17). 


But in the case of Burning, the Expiation should be per¬ 
formed ONLY when the WHOLE (CaKE) IS BURNT ; AS THE 
BURNING OF A PART OF IT IS UNAVOIDABLE. 

Bhdsya. 


In connection with the Darslm-Purnamdsa, we read—‘ Atha yaaya 
puroddsha^v kadyatah tarn yajnam varuno grhndti^ yadd tad havih aantiMh^ta 
atha tadeva haxnrnirvapH^ yajho hi yajhdsya prdyaschittih ^ [‘Wlien the 
two Cakes are burnt, Varuna seizes that sacrifice ; if that offering is to 
be completed, that same offering should be offered ; a sacrifice being the 
only expiation for a sacrifice *]• 

In regard to this, there arises the question—Is the expiatory offering 
to be made when the whole of the Cake is burnt ? Or when a part of 
it is burnt ? 

On this question, the Purvapakaa view is that—“ When the con¬ 
tingency is there it should be offered when either the whole or a part is 
burnt (in accordance with the conclusion of the preceding Adhikarana) ”. 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta:—In the case of 
Burning, the expiation should he performed only when the whole Cake is burnt .— 
The particle ^ tu\ ‘ but implies the rejection of the Purvapakaa. In the 
case of burning, the expiation is to be performed only when the whole of 
the Cake is burnt.—“Why so ? ”— Because the burning of a part of it ia un¬ 
avoidable ; it is not possible to avoid the burning of a part of the Cake ; 
because when a substance is in contact with fire, small portions are sure 
to be burnt. For instance, for the purpose of baking the lower part of the 
Cake, it is placed upon heated pans, and for the baking of its upper part 
live charcoal is heaped upon it; and imder the circumstances, the burning 
•of parts of the Cake cannot be avoided ; so that, even though the expiation 
is spoken of as contingent, it would practically become compulsorj’^; and 
in that case no significance would attach to the mention of the contingency 
* when the cakes are burnt, etc.*—From all this it follows that the 
•expiation is to be performed only when the whole Cake is burnt. 
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SUTRA (18). 

[Objection] — ** The Expiation should be performed on the: 

BURNING OF A PART ; BECAUSE WE FIND A TEXT INDICATING 
THAT CONCLUSION.** 

Bhd§ya, 

“It is not right to hold that the Expiation is to be performed 6nly 
when the whole Cake is burnt; as it can be performed when a part only is- 
burnt; because the contingency of ‘ burning * is present in that case also ; 
what is partly burnt is certainly burnt ; hence if the Expiation were not 
performed when the Cake would be partly burnt, then what is prescribed 
would be not done ; and this is not right.—Then again, the text says ‘ if 
that offering is to be completed, that same offering should be offered ’ ; 
where the offering of the same material is laid down; and this would not be 
possible when the whole of the cake would be burnt. Hence it follows that 
the expiation is to be performed only when the Cake is partly burnt.” 

SUTRA (19). 

[Answer] —In reality, the said offering would be made with 

ANOTHER substance J AS FOB THE CONTINGENCY (UNDER WHICH 
THE EXPIATION IS TO BE PERFORMED), THAT MUST BE 
TAKEN TO BE AS LAID DOWN IN THE TEXTS. 

Bhd^ya. 

The particle ‘m’ (‘in reality’) indicates the rejection of the Purva- 
pakaa view. The view asserted—^that the expiation is to be performed 
even when only a pajTt of the Cake is burnt,—is not right; in fact, the 
Expiation is to be performed only when the whole cake is burnt. The 
contingency under which the Expiation is to be performed has been laid 
down in the text~^‘ When the two cakes are burnt where what is meant 
is the burning of the whole cake, not a part of it; in fact, there should be 
no expiation on the burning of only a part; because such partial burning 
is inevitable. 

Then, as regards the argument that the text—‘ If that offering is to be 
completed, etc.*—is found to lay down the completing of the sacrifice with 
the burnt substance [and this can apply only to the partly bximt substance]; 
—^the answer to that is that the expiation is to be performed when the 
contingency of the * destruction ’ happens; and evem if the material used 
at the expiation is a different one (from the burnt one), it would be per¬ 
formed all the same (and the main sacrifice duly completed after that)^ 
Hence this argument does not affect our position. 
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StJTRA (20). 

[Objection] —“ It cannot be so ; since the tbbm used is ‘ tad 

HAVIH * (‘ THAT OFFERING ”—IF THIS IS URGED [then the 
answer is as in the following Svita]. 

Bhd§ya. 

The Opponent may urge the following argument—“ If the view is 
that a different substance may be used to complete the performance,— 
then this is not possible, as the text uses the term ‘that offering* tad 
havih ’),—^in the sentence ‘ if that offering is to be completed, etc.’;—under 
the circumstances, if the expiation (and the rest of the main sacrifice) were 
performed with a different substance, the term ‘ that offering * would not 
be applicable to it 


SUTRA (21). 

[Answer] —^The term ‘ offering ’ (‘ havih *) should be taken 

AS STANDING FOR THE ' SACRIFIOE ’ (THE ACT OF OFFERING, 

NOT THE MATERIAL OFFERED), ON THE GROUND OF THE 
PRESENCE OF THE MATERIAL AS THE DISTINGUISHING 
FEATURE IN THE SACRIFICE. 

Bhd§ya, 

The term ‘ havih ’ in the text under consideration should be taken 
as standing for the sacrifice^ —the act of offering; so that, when the text 
speaks of ‘ the offering being destroyed what is meant is the destruction of 
the sacrifice at which that offering ^material is used, —“ But the secondary and 
figurative meaning of a word can be accepted only when its direct meaning 
is not applicable, not otherwise.”—The answer to this is that, in the case 
in question, the direct meaning is not applicable.—“ How so ? **—^If the 
direct meaning were accepted, then the sentence would have to be con¬ 
strued as—‘ if the offering is to be completed, the sacrifice should be com¬ 
pleted with that same material ’ ; and in this there would be syntactical 
split; and further, the words would be meaningless; because what is to be 
completed is the scuirifice, not the offering-material ; hence the term ‘ that 
offering ’ is a mere reference to the occasion (contingency) for the expiation. 
One great advantage in taking this as a mere reference is that the same 
expiation becomes applicable to oases where the saciifice to be completed 
(after the burning of the original material) is one at which the material 
used is different (from the cake).—“ But how can the term ' havih \ which 
signifies offering-materialf be used in the sense of the act (of offering) ? **—^That, 
we reply, is due to the presence of that ma/terial as a distinguishing feature 
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in the sacrifice ; so that the sacrifice connected with the offering •material 
is spoken of as the ‘ offering Just as Devadatta, who is distinguished by 
courage (which is a characteristic quality of the Lion), is figuratively spoken 
of as the ‘ lion *, similarly the act of sacrifice is figuratively spoken of as 
the ^ offering ‘ havih \ 

From all this it follows that the expiation is to be performed only when 
the Cake has been wholly burrU, 



Adhikarana (6) : The ^ Panchashardva-offering ’ should 
he made even when only one offering^material 
is spoilt. 

SUTRA (22). 

[PCRVAPAK9A]—“ It should be as it is declared in the text — 
IF this is urged [then the answer is as given in the next Sutra], 

Bhdsya. 

We have the text—‘ Darsh/i-Purnmndadhhydm avargakdmo yajeta * 
[‘ Desiring heaven, one should perform the Darah^-Purrymidaa sacrifices *]; 
—^in connection with that there is the following declaration—‘ Yaayohha^ 
yam hxtvirdHimTchdihM aindram pdnch4X8h<irdvamodanam nirva/pU * [‘ If one’s 
both offering-materials should imdergo deterioration (become spoilt), he 
should offer cooked rice in five platters to Indra *] (Taitti. Bra. 3. 7. 1. 8). 

In regard to this, there arises the question—Should the ‘ Five-platter¬ 
offering ’ be made when hoik offering-materials are spoilt ? Or should it 
be made on either of them being spoilt ? 

On this question, the Purvapakga view is as follows :—“ If you ask—on 
the spoiling of what is the offering to be made ?—our answer is that it 
should be metde on both being spoilt.—‘ Why ? ’—Because it should he as 
it is declared in the text ; what is directly declared, that alone should be 
accepted; and in the case in question, what is declared is that the offering 
is to be made when both the materials are spoilt;—^what is declared should 
be accepted as meant to be significant; otherwise the terms ‘ offering- 
material ’ and * both offering-materials ’ would be synonymous.—From all 
this, it follows that the ‘ Five-platter-offering ’ is to be made only when 
both the offering-materials are spoilt.” 

SUTRA (23). 

[SiddhInta]—Not so ; because the accident is the contingency 

(under which the offering is to be made) ; AND that 

CONTINGENOY IS SPECtFIBD AS THAT OF THE ‘ OFFERING 
MATERIAL ’. 

Bhd§ya, 

The view that has been urged above is not right. 

The * accident ’ meant here is the deterioration of a certain thing ; 
and this is the cordingerwy (under which the offering is to be made); and 
this contingency is specified here as being the becoming spoilt (deteriora¬ 
tion) of the offering-material ; now this ‘ deterioration of the offering-material ’ 
may be taken as the contingency, collectively as well as severally [i.e. the 



1088 


shababa-bha^ya : 


deterioration of both materials, or of only one material, may be accepted 
as the contingency under which the offering in question should be made]; 
and it cannot be further specified by the qualification * both ’ ; if it were 
so specified then, the sentence would be split up into two parts—(1) ‘ The 
Five-platter offering is to be made on the deterioration of the offering- 
material * and (2) * the deterioration should be of both materials 

Says the Opponent—“ If you cannot brook the qualification of the 
Deterioration^ then it should not be qualified by the * offering-material ’ 
either 

Anewer —We admit of qualification by ‘ offering-material because 
without some qualification, the text would be meaningless ; i.e. if we had 
the text simply in the form ‘ yaaya artimfchchhU * (‘ He whose become 
spoilt *), without any qualification, then it would mean the ‘ deterioration * 
of anything ; and as in the case of every man, there is something or other 
which may be deteriorated,—^his action, his winking, even his thinking, —the 
mention of any condition (upon which the offering should be contingent)— 
such as foimd in the text in question, ‘ yaaya, etc.' —would be absolutely 
incongruous (and futile).—^Hence it is necessary that the ‘ deterioration ’ 
should be qualified ; and this qualifying is done by the ‘ offering-material ’ ; 
so that the condition on which the ‘ Five-platter-offering ’ is contingent is 
the connection between the ‘ offering-material * and the ‘ deterioration ’ ; 
and this connection can be very well directly declared by the Vedic text; 
—as for the connection of both the materials, on the other hand, this would 
only be indirectly indicat€)d by ‘ Syntactical Connection * ;—and ‘ Syntac¬ 
tical Connection ’ is always weaker than ‘ Direct Declaration 

Says the Opponent—“ The connection between the ‘ deterioration * 
and the ‘ offering-material * also is indicated by Syntactical Connection 

Answer —The coming about of the * deterioration * is understood to be 
spoken of by Direct Declaration ; and if the connection of ‘ offering- 
material ’ as also of ‘ both ’ were taken to be intended, then the Direct 
Declaration would be very much weakened. That is why the presence of 
the connection of ‘ both ’ is not pointed out as the condition.—“ Why 
then is the term ‘ both ’ there ? ”—^It is there as a reference to the established 
fact that the offering is to be made on the deterioration of one, as well as 
on the deterioration of the other. It is in this sense that we have the 
words ‘ If one’s both offering-materials should be spoilt *. 

Queaiicm —“ Why cannot ‘ deterioration ’ as qualified by both terms 
(‘ offering-material * and ‘ both *) be regarded as the condition for the 
offering ?—^The meaning being that the offering is made by one whose 
offering-material as qualified by ‘ both ’ becomes deteriorated.” 

Anaicer —^Why do you think that the condition of the offering shoiild 
be such ‘ deterioration ’ as is qualified by a qualified thing (the ‘ offering- 
material ’ qualified by ‘ both ’) ? 

The Opponent replies—” We do so on the ground of the proximity of 
the quaUfisd thing. That is to say, as a matter^ of fact, what is mentioned 
in close proximity to * deterioration ’ is the qvalifiied thing (* offering-material ’ 
qualijied by *bo1h')." 

What would be the result if this were so ? 
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“ The result is that ‘ deterioration ’ qualifi^ by both (‘ offering- 
material ’ and ‘ both *) becomes recognised as the condition of the offering.” 

The answer to all this is as follows :—The ‘ favourite of the gods ’ 
{stupid man) should be asked this question :—Even for a man for whom the 
qualified thing (the ‘ offering material ’ qualified by ‘ both ’) is in close 
proximity with the ‘deterioration’,—^is the unqiuilified (the ‘ offering- 

material* only, without the qualification ‘both’) excluded by the use of 
a cudgel ?—“ What if it is not excluded ? ”—If it is not excluded, then this is 
what happens—the ‘ deterioration ’ of the unqualified thing also becomes a 
condition for the offering of ‘ Five-platters —“ But certainly the term ‘ both ’ 
would qualify the ‘ offering-material *.”—Not so ; so long as the term 
‘ both ’ is not connected with the term ‘ offering-material *, it cannot qualify 
the material.—“But then the term ‘both’ would certainly become con¬ 
nected with the term ‘ offering-material * by reason of their close proximity.” 
—Even so it would not be able to do the qualifying ; because it can never 
serve the purpose of excluding anything [and what does not exclude any¬ 
thing cannot be a qualijication \—Says the Opponent—‘‘ But on account of 
its denoting a particular thing, it must be exclusive in its function ; just as 
in the case of the sentence ‘ Bring the while cow *, when this is addressed 
to persons, they do not bring the black cow; and the reason for this lies in 
the fact that the term ‘white’ differentiates the required (white cow) from 
the black and other cows —Our answer to this is as follows :—The case 
cited is not analogous to the one under consideration. In the case of the 
cow, it is not that the thing is marked by the genus ‘ cow ’ and then its 
bringing is enjoined. If it were so, then, in that case also the term ‘ white ’ 
would not have qualified it. What is enjoined in this case is the bringing, 
which is the principal factor, qualified conjointly by the two qualifications 
(‘whiteness’ and ‘ genus, cow""), —In the case in question, on the other hand, 
what is enjoined is the ‘ Five-platter-offering ’ to be made when the thing 
is found to be characterised by ‘ deterioration ’ and by the ‘ genus, offering- 
material ’ separately.—“ But what is the reason that when the principal 
factor is denoted by the verb (as in the case of the ‘bringing’ of the cow) 
the two qualifications are taken as qualifying it conjointly, while in the 
case of the other thing, they qualify it separately ? ”—The answer to this 
is that in the case of the Principal Factor, the Genus or the Quality is spoken 
of only for the purpose of being connected with it; and hence in this case, 
through one and the same sentence, the Principal is understood to be qualified 
by both these qualifications ; and hence the performer is satisfied only when 
he performs it as thus qualified by both; so that if the Principal were per¬ 
formed as qualified by only one of the two quaUfications, what would be 
done would be not what is laid down.—^In another case, however, where 
what ia denoted by the verb (that is, the act) is spoken of in reference to 
what is marked by the genua, it is so spoken of in relation to all similar 
qualifications; so that in this case the performer would be satisfied if the 
act were done as qualified by only one of the qualifications ; as for the other 
qualification,-—that of being marked by the genua, —it has been already send 
that he wotild be satisfied with it. It is in reference to that case that it has 
been said—‘ Why cannot one do what is not forbidden ? *—In the case 
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where what is denoted hji the verb is the principal factor, it is not related to 
what is marked by the genus ; so that, even if other things belonging to that 
genus be not included, the Principal factor becomes accomplished all the 
same; the Principal becomes duly equipped with its accessories; and nothing 
that is laid down becomes ignored. In that case, therefore, the qualifica¬ 
tion is all right. In the case in question, however, it is not so ; ets all that 
is declared in this case is that the Five-Clatter •offering is to be made on tho 
deterioration of the substance which belongs to the genus of ‘ offering- 
material ’ ; and this cannot be excluded by any qualifying declaration which 
does not lay down an actual prohibition. 

Then again, even if the term ‘ both * were connected with ‘ offering- 
material ’, the ‘ deterioration * could not be taken as connected with both 
(‘offering-material ’ and ‘ both *).—“ Why so ? *’—Because the term ‘ both * 
is connected with the ' offering-material not with the term ‘ undergo 
deterioration * ; so that even though the term * both * is there in close proxi¬ 
mity, what the deterioration is connected with is only just that which 
is denoted by the term ‘ offering-material ’ ; and what is so denoted is a 
general thing, without any qualifications.—From this it follows that the 
deterioration qualified by both (‘ both * and ‘ offering-material ’) cannot be 
taken as the condition for the ‘ Five-platter-offering 

“ The deterioration may be held to be qualified by both (‘ offering- 
material’ and ‘both’) in view of the fact that the term ‘both’ uhhayam') 
has that case-ending which is the substratum (basis) of the deterioration*'^ 

That is not right. The presence of the particular case-ending in the 
word ‘ uhhayam ’ can make this a qualification of the offering-material 
("havih'), —because these two have the same (nominative) case-ending ;— 
it cannot make it a qualification of * deterioration ’ ; because between 
‘ uhhayam ’ as qualified hy ‘ havih ’ and ‘ drtim ’, the case-ending is not the 
same (‘ uhhayam havih ’ having the Nominative, and ‘ drtim ’ the Accusative, 
ending). 

“ Even though they do not have the same case-ending, yet, by virtue 
of the proximity of the term * deterioration this deterioration would be 
taken as qualified by ''uhhayam'* {*^hoth') as qualified by ^ havih \ (offer ing- 
materiaiy 

That cannot be ; unless the words concerned are in need of mutual, 
connection, mere proximity cannot be effective (in connecting them) ; 
for instance, in the case of the expression—‘ Bhdryd rdjnah purupo deva- 
dattasya ’ [where the word ‘ bhdryd * is connected with ‘ devadattasya ’, not 
with ^ rdjfUih', though this latter is nearest to it,—similarly ^purusah' 
is connected with ‘ rdjnah ’, not with ‘ devadattasya *]. 

“ The ‘ deterioration ’ would be understood as being qualified by 
‘ both ’, by reason of both the words occurring in the same sentence.” 

That cannot be; even when words occur in the same sentence, if 
any one of them is such as is not required by another, it is not construed 
with that, even though it forms part of the same sentence; for instance, 
in the sentence—‘ Ashvena vrajati shvU^na patina dvrtah ’—the whiteness ia 
not taken as a qualification of the Horse, which is not wanted by the former 
[because it is taken as a qualification of the cloth']* 
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The Opponent may argue as follows—“ The term * both ’ would be 
taken as connected with the ‘ offering-material ’ qualiffed by ‘ deterioration ’ 
That also is not possible. As a matter of fact, the term ‘ undergo 
deterioration ’ is not taken as a qualification of the ‘ offering-material * ; 
it is taken as the condition ior the ‘ Five-platter-offeringIn fact, if 
the ‘ deterioration of the offering-material ’ were taken as connected 
simultaneously with the term ‘ both ’ and with the term ‘ Five-platter¬ 
offering then there would be a syntactical split. 

“ The term ‘ both ’ may be taken as connected with what is marked by the 
genus offering-material' ('ubhayam' has to be supplied after ' sambad- 
dham ’—says Tuptikd'\; and then the term ‘ undergo (deterioration) ’ may 
be connected with the term ‘ both * as qualified by the ‘ offering-material 

Even so there would be a syntactical split.—From all this we conclude 
that the ‘ deterioration * qualified by both (‘ offering-material ’ and ‘ both ’) 
cannot be taken as the condition for the ‘ Five-platter-offering *. 

Says the Opponent—“ Just as in the case of what is denoted by the 
verb being the principal factor, the deterioration as qualified by both (‘ offer¬ 
ing-material ’ and ‘ both ’) has been regarded {Text, page 685, lines 4 et seq,) 
as the condition of the offering,—and not as qualified by one of them, 
—^in the same manner, in the other case also, it would be as qualified by 
both that it would be regarded as the condition ; and yet though qualified 
by its own self, if the ‘ Deterioration ’ happens to be qualified by only 
one of the two (‘ offering-material ’ and ‘ both ’), it ceases to be the condition ; 
—^why then, should tliis distinction be made ? " 

The answer to this is as follows;—Under our view, the two qualifications 
are treated as what are to be taken up by themselves ; while xmder your 
view, they are treated as mere differentiating adjuncts (of something else). 
“ What, if they are treated as differentiating adjuncts ? ” 

Our answer is that what follows from this is that the substance is 
differentiated by the genus ‘ offering-material ’ ;—something has got to be 
asserted in regard to it;—^if this something were said without being properly 
differentiated, it could not be known to what it appertains, or it might be 
regarded as appertaining to all substances. Thus then, as in both these 
cases, the thing would be imqualified, the genus ‘ offering-material * would bo 
mentioned as differentiating or marking the substratum of that genus. This 
being done, there are two things that are possible : (1) that which belongs 
to the genus ‘ offering-material’ is what has ‘deteriorated’, or (2) that what 
belongs to the genus offering-material is ‘ both Now, if what is meant is 
that what belongs to the genus offering-material is what has ‘ deteriorated ’, 
then it follows that what belongs to the genus ‘ offering-material — 
whether it be ‘ both ’ or ‘ not-both ’,—^when deteriorated, is the condition 
(under which the Five-platter-offering is made).—If, on the. other hand, 
what is meant is that what belongs to the genus ‘ offering-material ’ is 
‘ both ’,—then in that case, the ‘ deterioration ’ is not qualified by the 
‘ offering-material ’ ;—and when the ‘ deterioration * is not qualified by 
‘offering-material’, it is not possible that the term ‘both’ shall qualify 
offering-materiaL —“ Why so ? ”—Because the qualifying could be 
done only in the form ‘that which belongs to the genus offering-material 

25 
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is both *;—and it would be necessary to say ‘ if that thing belonging to the 
-genus offering-material Which is hoth^ should become deteriorated * ;—and 
how could this connection between the ‘ deterioration ’ and the qualified 
‘ offering-material * be secured ? Specially as the two terms * offering- 
material * and ‘ both * could not be uttered over again for the purpose of 
qualifying the ‘ deterioration *. And when these could not be pronounced 
over again, then,—even though the term ‘ offering-material ’ would not be 
uttered for the purpose of characterising, in common, the ‘ deterioration * 
and the substratiun of ‘ both *,—yet, in its unqualified form, it would be a 
characteristic of the ‘ Deterioration ’,—and also, in its unqualified form, 
it would be a characteristic of ‘ both ’ ;—if, however, the two together 
(‘Deterioration’ and ‘both’) w’ere meant, then it would be necessary to 
repeat the words over again; and in tliAt case, there would be syntactical 
split.—Thus, if the term ‘ both * be connected with the act of becoming 
deteriorated, then it could not be qualified by the ‘ offering-material ’; and in 
that case, the deterioration of the unqualified offering-material would become the 
condition tmder which the Five-platter-offering would be made.—If, on the 
other hand, the term ‘ both ’ were connected with the word ‘ offering- 
material ’, then, for the purpose of being connected with ‘ deterioration 
it would have to be repeated again along with the term ‘ offering-material *, 
or it might be mentioned by means of the pronoun ‘ this ’ ; and in this case 
there would be the same syntactical split. 

Then again, if the things have to be taken up, it is not necessary that 
the words should qualify each other ; both might well be uttered for the 
purpose of qualifying the ‘ deterioration ’ ; and in that case, the ‘ deteriora¬ 
tion ’ qualified by one of them only could never be regarded as the condition 
imder which the offering was to be made.—On the other hand, if what are 
spoken of are meant to be only differentiating adjuncts, then the 
‘ Deterioration ’ could be regarded as the condition, even when qualified by 
only one of the two.—This is the difference between the two cases. 

Then again, in the cs/se of all words, when any word is connected with 
another word, it is not right, so far as possible, to connect it with a third 
word, even though this latter be in close proximity,—^unless of comse 
there is a declaration laying down such connection. For instance, in the 
c€kse of the words—‘ Bhdryd rdjhah puruso devadattasya *, the ‘ raja ’ cannot 
be taken as qualifying ^ pur usa'' (if it has been connected with bhdryd'). 
In a case, however, where there is no way out of it, even though there are 
several things to be taken up, they may all be taken as connected with the 
principal factor, even though this latter may be far removed ; because the 
needs of a case are always more authoritative than mere ‘ remoteness ’.— 
When the two things are regarded as differentiating adjuncts,—when two 
such adjuncts come together, and one has to be rejected, what should be 
rejected is the remoter adjunct. 



Adhikarana (7): Only those persons are entitled to eat 
the remnant who have done both the acts—the 
extraction of the juice and the offering of the 
Homa. 

SUTRA (24). 

[Purvapakj^a]—The same should be the case with the ‘ Eating ’ 

CONTINGENT UPON THE ' OFFERING OF HoMA ' AND THE 

‘ Extracting of Juice 
Bhdsya. 

Ill connection with the Jyotiatoma, we read—‘ Havlrdhane grdvahhi — 
rabhisiUydfmvaniye hutvd pratyafichah 2 >ciretya sadasi hhakadn hhakpayanti ' 
[‘ Having, by means of stones, extracted the Soma>juice in the Havlrdhdna 
and having poured the libations into the Ahatmnlya Fire, they turn back 
and returning to the Assembly Room, eat the edibles ’]. The extracting 
of the Juice is already laid down in another text ;—the offering of Homu 
also has been laid down elsewhere by means of the root ‘ yaj % ‘ to sacrifice * ; 
—these two therefore cannot be taken as enjoined by the text quoted ;— 
nor can the order of sequence between the two acts be regarded as enjoined 
by it, as the order is already indicated by the \’er.\ nature of the things 
concerned [the extracting of the juice must necessarily go before its being 
offered in Homa^ hence what the text can be taken as enjoining is the 
eating (of the edibles) by those same persons who have done the extracting 
of the Juice and the offering of the Hoina ; the meaning being that ‘ after 
the extracting of the juice has been done, as also the offering of the Horna, 
the eating should bo done 

In regard to tliis, there arises the following question—Is the eating 
to be done by the man who has done both tlie acts ‘mentioned ? Or may 
one eat on doing only one of them also ? 

On this question, the Purixipakaa view is as follows :—“ The sam^ 
should be the case with the eating contingent upon the ' offering 6f Honia ’ and 
the ^extracting of Juice'* \ ‘the same should be the case’,—that is this 
case should be dealt with exactly as the case of the ‘ deterioration of the 
offering-material ’; [i.e. just as the ‘ Five-platter-offering ’ is to be made 
even on the deterioration of only one of the two materials, so the ‘ eating ’ 
should be done even on the doing of only one of the two acts].—Why so ?— 
Because the sentence in question cannot be construed as—’ Having extracted 
the juice,—then, having offered the Honm ^—one should eat ’ ; because 
the sentence does not lay down the order of sequence between the extracting 
of the juice and the offering of the Homa, in the sense that ‘ those shall eat 
who, having extracted the juice, have offered the Homa\ Because this 
construction would bring about syntactical split,—the sentence being split 
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up into two—(1) ‘Having extracted the juice, they shall eat’ and 
(2) ‘ Having offered the Homa, they shall eat *. For these reasons, the 
offering of the Homa and the extracting of the juice cannot be taken as 
connected with one another ; and hence the eating could be connected with 
one as well as the other ; the eating being done on extracting the juice ^ 
and also on offering the Homa, —From all this it follows that there is to be 
eating on the doing of either one of the two acts.” 

SUTRA (25). 

[Siddhanta]— In reality, the ‘ Eating ’ should be contingent 
UPON both acts ; because it has not been laid down as 
AN accessory op THE ACTS. 

Bhd§ya. 

One should do the eating by reason of having done both the acts ;— 
the eating has not been laid down as an accessory of the acts of offering 
the Homa and extracting the juice, —“ What would happen if the eating 
were laid down as an accessory of the acts ? ”—What would happen would 
be that, in that case the offering of the Homa and the extracting of the juice, 
both being primary acts, the eating, which would be subservient to them, 
would have to vary with each of them.—If, on the other hand, the eating 
is taken to be laid down as contingent upon both the acts,—then such 
being the injunction, there is only one thing enjoined, and there is a single 
sentence, which is complete in the form—‘ Having extracted the juice, and 
having offered the Homa, they shall oat ’ ; in this case ‘ they shall eat after 
having offered the Homa ’ comes in only as a subordinate clause ; and so 
long as the main (whole) sentence is there, no (separate) authority can 
attach to a subordinate clause ; for, if it were, then there would be rejection 
of the other words of the sentence. For instance, in the sentence ‘ one 
should not look at the rising sun % the prohibition is taken as expressed by 
the main (whole) sentence; while the injunction of looking at the sun would 
bo expressed by the subordinate clause ‘ look at the rising sun —From 
all this it follows that the eating contingent upon any one of the two acts 
cannot be taken as what is laid down ; what we gather from the main (whole) 
sentence is that there are two acts upon which the eating is contingent. 
Under the circumstances, if the eating were done in any other manner, 
there would be an abandonment of what has been enjoined. Consequently 
the eating should be contingent upon both the acts. 



Adhikarana (8) : The Re-^installation of Fire should he 
done when both the Fires go out. 

SUTRA (26). 

[POrvapak§a]—“ Thk Re-installation should be dealt with in 

THE MANNER OF THE ‘ CoOKED RiCE ’ [OFFERED ON FlVB- 

Platters].” 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Agnihotra, we road—* Yasyobhdvanugatdvagni 
ahhinimlochety yasya vdhhyiidiydt, punarddheyaineva Uiaya prdyaahchittih * 
[‘ If the two Fires kindled by one should go out, and at the same time 
the sun should rise (or set), Re-installation of the Fire is the only expiation 
for him ’]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question—Is the Re-installation of the 
Fire to be done on the going out of either one of the two Fires (Ahavaniya 
and Gdrhapatya) ? or on the going out of both ? 

On this question, the Purvapakaa view is as follows :—“ The Reinstalla- 
tion should he dealt with in the manner of the ‘ Cooked Rice ’; just as in the 
case of the Expiatory offering of the Cooked Rice on Five-Platters, it is 
made on the deterioration of either one of the offering-materials,—so also the 
Expiatory rite of Re-installntion of Fire should be performed on the going 
out of either one of the two Fires ; as otherwise, there would be a syntactical 
split.” 

[The Siddhdntin says]—Just as in the text—‘ Herein I shall sacrifice,— 
herein I shall perform pious deeds,—with this motive does he kindle the 
Fires’—[Read * ityevainameva tat$amindhate\ as in MSS. C and Z>]—[there 
are two Fires mentioned, so in the case in question also, the going out of 
both the Fires must be meant to be the contingency under which the 
Re-installation is to be performed]. 

[This last sentence appears to have no connection with the preceding sentence 
in the statement of the Purvapak^ which should be taken as ending with the 
first " iti' after ^ prasahgdt\ The Tuptlka declares this sentence to form part of 
the statement of the Siddhdnta—* Siddhdntagranthoyam\ On this the Tantraratna 
adds the following explanation—The passage, if taken as part of the Purvapaksa. 
can only mean that—“ Just as in this text from the Shatapatha, either one of the 
two Fires is mentioned, so should it be taken to be in the case under consideration— 
* If the two fires, etc.’ ”—But as a matter of fact, the text from the Shatapatfui does 
not speak of either one of the Fires (in fact it speaks of two Fires) ; and hence 
the case cited is not applicable to the Purvapakaa view. It should therefore be 
taken as part of the statement of the Siddh^nta ,—being inserted in a wrong place 
by careless copyists.] 
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[Sibdhanta]—In reautty, it should be performed on the goino 

OUT OF BOTH (FiRES) ; BECAUSE OF THE PRODUCTION OF THE 

same thing. 

Bhd^ya. 

As a matter of fa<’t, the Expiation laid down in the present instance 
(in the shape of the Re-installation of Fire) consists in the producing of the 
same thing that has been destroyed ;—as the visible motive of the act is— 
how to secure the thing again ; it is with this motive that the Re-installa¬ 
tion is done. The distinctive feature of this act of Re-installation is that 
tv)o Fires are produced together, not separately. So that, if only one were 
to go out, it could not be possible to re-establish that one alone ; as in that 
case the Re-installation, if performed, would be defective.—‘‘ But the second 
Fire also could be re-installed.”—Now% if this second Fire were the 
Ahavaniya, —then, as the other (former) Ahavanlya would be already there, 
to serve the purposes of the Homa-offerings, the second (re-installed) 
Ahavcmlya could not serve the pinposes of the Homa-offerings at all;—as a 
matter of fact, that Fire alone is Ahavanlya wliich has been produced for 
the purposes of the Homa-offerings; because this name ‘ Ahavanlya ’ is 
connotative of EmbeUishrnents ; and a name that is connotativo of embellish¬ 
ments cannot be applicable if even one of the connoted embellishments is 
absent ; and tliis also is an embellishment of the Fii’e that it serves the 
purposes of Homa-offerings; tliis is what w’e understand from the text 
‘One offers Homa into the Ahavanlya Fire’ (Taitti. Bra. 1. 1. 10. 5).—For 
these reasons, there would clearly bo a defect if only one Fire were to 
go out and only one to be re-installed; and this defect would vitiate both 
the Fires. Consequently if only one Fire goes out, there should be no 
Re-installation; simply because there can be no proper Re-installation in that 


case. 



AdhikARANA (9) : The ^ Five^Platter-'ojfering ’ is a distinct 

act. 

SUTRA (28). 


[PCrvapak^a]—“The ‘Five-Platter offering’ should be treated 

AS A SUBSTITUTE ; AS IT IS THE SUBSTANCE THAT IS MENTIONED.” 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Darsha-Purnamdsa^ we read—' Yasya vbhayam 
havirdrtini^rchchhet ctindram paTichxish^rdvaTnodaYiari nirvapet ’ [‘If both 
the offering-materials should tindergo deterioration, one should offer, to 
Indra, cooked rice on Five Platters ’] (Taitti. Bra. 3. 7. 1. 8). 

In regard to this, there arises the question—Is the ‘ Five-Platter¬ 
offering ’ a substitute for the material that has undergone deterioration ? 
Or is it a distinct act by itself, to be performed under a certain contingency ? 

Question —“ How can it be regarded as a substitute ?—and how a distinct 
act ? ” 

Answer —If the sentence is construed as ‘ Panchashardvam nirvapet ’— 
nirvapet ’ meaning ‘ kurydt ’ [the meaning of the sentence being, ‘ one should 
prepare the Cooked Rico on Five Platters ’],—then, in that case, the 
Cooked Rice on Five Platters would be regarded as a substitute for the Curd- 
Butter-Mixture (Sdnndyya). If, on the other hand, the Cooked Rice 
on Five Platters is connected with the deity (Indra), and not with 
preparing’ nirvajiet '*), —the meaning being that ‘One should make the 

Cooked Rice on Five Platters^ AindrUj i.e. dedicated to Indra \—then, the 
sentence would be regarded as laying down a sacrifice to be performed 
under the particular contingency (of the offering-materials deteriorating). 

On the said question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows ;—“ The Five- 
Platter-offering should he regarded as a substitute^ because what is mentioned 
is a substance. That is, the ‘ Cooked Rice on Five Platters ’ should be 
treated as a substitute for the Curd-Butter-Mixture ;— ^why ? — because what 
is mentioned is a substance ; that is, what is mentioned in connection with 
the ‘ nirvdpa * (preparation) is the substance (Cooked Rice on Five Platters), 
and not its connection with the deity, Indra. —Why ?—Because when taken 
in this sense, the sentence would contain the injunction of the nirvdpa 
(preparation),—and this enjoining would be done directly by the words 
of the text; while in the other case, if the sentence were taken as laying 
down the connection between the substance and the deity, the injunction 
in this case would only be indirectly indicated by Syntactical Connection ; 
and this would be weaker in authority than the direct signification.—From 
all this we conclude that the Cooked Rice on Five Platters is a substit\ite 
(for the Curd-Butter-Mixture).” 
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SUTRA (29). 

[Siddhanta]— In beauty, what the text lays down is the 

CONNECTION BETWEEN THE SUBSTANCE AND THE DeITY ; 

AND HENCE IT SHOULD BE TAKEN AS THE INJUNCTION 
(or A DISTINCT ACT) ; SPECIALLY BECAUSE THE TWO 
DEITIES CANNOT BE SPOKEN OF (BY 
THE WOBD ‘ AiNDBA *). 

Bhd§ya. 

What is enjoined is a sacrifice^ a distinct act; because the text lays 
down the connection between the substance (Cooked Rice) and the deity 
(Indra) ; what we find the text laying down is that ‘ one should make the 
Cooked Rice on Five PlatterSf Aindra * (dedicated to Indra). — If this were 
not taken to be the meaning, then the term ‘ aindram ’ would have to be 
regarded as a wrong reading (because it would be meaningless); or the 
word * aindram ' would have to be taken as an imreal reference to the 
deities, Indra and Mahlndra ; as a matter of fact, however, these two deities 
cannot he spoken of by means of the word ‘ Aindram ’ ; i.e. the two deities— 
Indra and Mahendra —cannot be referred to by means of the term 
‘ Aindra \ —If (in order to avoid these difficulties) the term ‘ Aindram 
were taken as an adjective (qualifying the ‘ Five-Platter-offering *), then 
there would be a syntactical split. 

“ But we have pointed out that Direct Denotation is more authoritative 
(than Syntactical Connection).*^ 

True, that is so ; but under the other view, there would be a more 
unreeisonable rejection of Direct Declaration, as it would make the term 
* Aindra ’ entirely superfluous (meaningless). 



Adhikarana (10): The ‘ Five-Platter-offering ’ is subsidiary 
to the contingent Darsha-sacrifice. 

StJTRA (30). 

[PtTRVAPAK^A]—‘‘ It should BE REGARDED AS THE SUBSTITUTE ; 

BECAUSE IT TAKES ITS PLACE.” 

Bhd§ya. 

The question that arises now is—Is the aforesaid contingent offering of 
the Cooked Rice on Five Platters to be regarded as a substitute of the Daraha- 
sacrifice, —or not ? 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows :—“ It should he 
regarded as the anbatitiUe, heca'oae it takes its place ; the offering in question 
should be regarded as the substitute for the Darsha-aacrifice ;—why ?— 
because it takes its place ; this offering has been declared as to be made on 
another sacrifice (Darsha) being spoilt; as such, it can serve its purpose only 
if it is not subsidiary to that other sacrifice ; if it were subsidiary to it, then, 
as being done for the sake of what has become useless, it would itself be 
useless ;—that the original sacrifice has become useless is shown by the 
fact that it has become defective (by reason of the deterioration of the 
offering-material); that the Darsha-sacriRce has become spoilt is clearly 
perceptible ; while that the sacrifice should he performed is learnt from 
Verbal texts;—but what has become spoilt (i.e. the Darsha) is certainly 
useless, and as such should not be performed ;—the offering in question, 
however, is one that should be made ; and hence it is understood to be a 
s'uhatitute for what has become spoilt.” 

SUTRA (31). 

[SiddhInta]— In reality, it should be regarded as its subsidiary ; 

BECAUSE IT IS CONNECTED WITH A PARTICULAR CONTINGENCY. 

Bhdaya. 

The offering should be regarded as one that has been enjoined as a 
subsidiary (to the -sacrifice) ; because, as a matter of fact, the offering 

has been laid down as to be performed under the contingency of the offering- 
material having deteriorated ; now, three courses are possible : (1) a distinct 
result should be regarded as following from the contingent offering by itself ; 
or (2) the purpose that would have been served by the Darsha-sacrifice 
is served by the offering in question; or (3) the offering in question is 
subsidiary to the -sacrifice, (1) The offering in question cannot be 

regarded as bringing about a distinct result of its own ; because such a 
result (not having been mentioned in any text) would have to be assiuned. 
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(2) Nor can it be regarded aa serving the purpose that would have been 
sM*ved by the Darsha-sacrifice ;—why ?—^because such is not the declaration ; 
we have no declaration to the effect that the offering in question serves the 
same purpose as the Darsha-aacrifice, Even though the offering has been 
laid down as to be made, yet it is not possible to determine wliich of the 
said three courses should be adopted ; and yet the injunction that the 
act should he done would have some sense only if some one of the three 
courses were possible. 

Says the Opponent—“ The text laying down the offering in question 
may be interpreted as follows—‘ When both the offering-materials imdergo 
deterioration, one should accomplish by means of this offering (of the 
Cooked Rice on Five Platter a) what he. desires to accomplish’;—and what does 
he desire to accomplish ?—the result of the Daraha-aacrifice. [And in this 
sense the Offering must be treated as the substitute for Daraha.y^ 

Our answer to this is as follows—As there is no connection (of the 
Offering) with any word speaking of the result, such connection, if possible 
at all, could bo got at only through Syntactical Connection ; while the per¬ 
formance of the sacrifice has been laid down by a Direct Declaration ; and 
Direct Declaration is stronger in its authority than Syntactical Connection ; 
hence the Offering cannot be regarded as serving the purpose that is served 
by the sacrifice (Daraha), 

Wliat then is the use of the Offering ? ” 

It is subsidiary to the Daraha. 

“ But there is no declaration to this effect either—that it is subsidiary 
to the Daraha.'' 

The answer to that is that the text laying down the entire procedure 
of the ilars/ia-sacrifice includes the Offering in question, because it has 
been laid down in close proximity to that sacrifice ; the sense of the 
whole being—‘ One should accomplish the desired result by means of the 
Daraha-Purrmindsa sacrifices along with all their subsidiaries,—and if there 
be a deterioration in the offering-materials used at these, the procedure to 
be adopted should be as follows (i.e. the offering of Cooked Rice on Five- 
Plattera should be made) —From all tliis we conclude that—when the 
offering-material has undergone deterioration, the pui'pose that cannot be 
served by the Z>ar«/ia-sacrifice (by reason of this deterioration) becomes 
served by it when this procedure is adopted.—Thus then, the offering in 
question should be regarded as a subsidiary to the Daraha-sacrifice to be 
performed under the particular contingency mentioned. 



Adhikarana (11): The Expiatory Vishvajit is to be per¬ 
formed by one whoy having pledged himself to 
perform the Satra, omits to perform it. 

StJTRA (32). 

The ‘ Vishvajit ’ should be performed when one does not proceed 

TO PERFORM THE * SaTRA ’ ; FOR, IF THE ACT (SaTRA) WERE 
PERFORMED, THE DESIRED RESULT WOULD FOLLOW 
FROM THAT ITSELF. 

Bhdsya, 

There is the following text— Sarvdhhyo vd laa devaidbhyah sarvebhyah 
prathebhyah citmdnamdgurate yah satrdya dgurafe, vishvdjitd atirdtrena 
sarvaprathena aarvavedaaadakaii^ena yajeM^ sarvdbhya eaa devatdbhyah aarve- 
bhyah prathebhyah dtmdnam niakrinUe ’ [‘ One who pledges himself to per¬ 
form the Satra pledges himself to all deities, and to all Prathaa ; he should 
perform the VlahvajU Atirdtra at wliich all the Prathaa are used and the 
entire property is given away as the sacrificial Foe ; thus does he redeem 
himself from all deities and all Prathaa'*'], —Here the Viahvajit sacrifice 
is laid down as to be performed under the contingency of one’s pledging 
oneself to perform the Satra, 

In regard to this, there arises the question—Is the Viahvajit to be 
performed by one who, having pledged liimself to perform the Satra. 
proceeds to perform the latter ? Or by one who, having pledged liimself, 
does not proceed to perform it ? 

On this question, the Purvapakan view is as follows One who proceeds 
to perform the Satra, as well as one who does not proceed to perform it,— 
both should perform it; as the text makes no distinction ;—or, we may take 
it that it is the man who proceeds to perform the Satra who should perform 
the Vishvajit \ —why ?—-because (as has been decided in the preceding 
Adhikararpa) acts like the Vishvajit, which are performed imder certain 
contingencies, are subsidiary to another sacrifice; ^how then, can the 
Vishvajit be subsidiary to a sacrifice which is not performed ?” 

In answer to the above we have the following Siddhdnta : —The Viahvajit 
should he performed when one does not proceed to perform the Satra ; that is, 
when there is no performance of the Satra, then alone should the Viahvajit 
be performed.—“ Why so ? ”—^What we read in the text is that^—‘ When 
one pledges himself to perform the Satra, he should perform the Viahvajit 
Atirdtra ’ ; which means that, ‘ when one who pledges himself with the 
words I shall perform the Satra, he should accomplish his purpose by 
means of the Vishvajit sacrifice *,—that is, the purpose w'hich he sought to 
accomplish by means of the Satra, he should accomplish by means of the 
Viahvajit, —“ How so ? ”—The meaning of the text appears to be that 
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‘ When one pledges himself, he should perlorm the said sacrifice,’—^i«e. he 
should accomplish his purpose by means of that sacrifice ; it does not mean 
that he should accomplish the sacrifice i because the sacrifice has been 
mentioned as a subservient factor.—“ How is it known that the sacrifice 
is a subservient factor ? ”—Because it has been spoken of by means of a 
word with the instrumental ending (‘ vishvajitd *). If it were meant to be the 
predominant factor, then, it would be necessary to assume a result from 
it;—^while under the view (in which the sacrifice is a subservient factor), 
the result following from it is just what is mentioned in the text itself (i.e. 
that ‘he redeems himself, etp.*). 

SUTRA (33). 

Also because thebe is mention of ‘ redemption 

Bhd^ya. 

In the same text we read—‘ He redeems himself from all deities, and all 
Frsthas ’ ; this description of the Vishvajit as ‘ redemption ’ would not be 
proper if the performance of the Satra were proceeded with; [as in that case, 
there being no omission on the part of the performer, there would be 
nothing from which ‘ redemption ’ would be called for]. Hence we conclude 
that the Vishvajit is to be performed only if the performance of the Satra 
is not proceeded with. 

Says the Opponent—“ Why cannot we interpret the sentence as follows— 
‘ Having pledged himself to perform the Satra, one should perform the 
Vishvajit,* —so that there would be some connection between the Vishvajit 
and the Satra at the time of pledging ? ” 

That cannot be ; the Satra is a qualification of the Pledging ; and if 
the Vishvajit and the Satra were connected (construed together), it would 
be a far-fetched construction. Further, the Vedic text itself connects the 
Vishvajit with the man, in the form ‘ the man should perform the Vishvajit 
sacrifice ’ ;—and not with Satra, in the form ‘ the Vishvajit belongs to the 
Satra 

Then again, it is only imder our view that the term? ‘ having pledged 
himself ’ can have some sense.—^If the Vishvajit were subsidiary to the 
ScUra (as held by the Purvapakpin), —^then, it would come in in the very nature 
of things, and should not have to be specially declared.—^Nor can the words 

‘ Agurya . yajeUX ’ (‘ Having pledged himself.one should perform the 

sacrifice *) be construed as laying down the immediate sequence between 
the pledging and the sacrificing ; as the acceptance of that would mean the 
acceptance of what is not expressed by the words at all ; because all that 
is expressed by the words is that the acts of pledging and sacrificing have 
the same nominative agent; even the precedence (of the act of pledging) 
need not be taken to be expressed by the words—as it is implied by the 
nature of the acts concerned. For these reasons, the Vishvajit is to be con¬ 
nected with pledging only. And such being the case, it follows that the 
Vishvajit should be performed by one who, having pledged himself, does 
not perform the Satra, 





Adhikabana (12): The terms Varhis' (^Grass’) and 
‘Fatea’ (‘Calf’) are indicative of the time of the 
‘ Vrata Penarvce. 

SUTRA (34). 

[PtruvAPAKgA]—“ The mention of the ‘ Calf ’ should be taken 
AS ENJOINING THE PeNANCE.” 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Daraha-Purnarnasa we read—‘ Varhisd vai 
paurnamdse vratam upayanti^ vatsendmdvdsydydm ’ [‘At the Puri^amdsa 
sacrifice they keep the penance by the Grass, and at the Z)ars/ia-sacrifice, 
by the Calf ^ I 

In regard to this, there arises the question—Is the enjoined Penance 
to be kept^ by means of the Calf ? Or does the term ‘ Calf * only indicate 
the time for the Penance ? 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows;—“ What is 
enjoined in the text is the Penance that is to be kept by means of the Calf ; 
in the declaration that ‘ at the Darsha-sacrifice one should keep the Penance 
by means of the calf *,—the factor that is new (not already known) is the 
connection between the ‘ penance ’ and the ‘ calf ’ ; hence that is what 
should be taken as enjoined by it; and by the injunction of the said 
connection, both Income enjoined—the Penance as well as the Calf 

SUTRA (35). 

[Siddhanta]—In reality, what is laid down is the Time for what 

HAS been already LAID DOWN ELSEWHERE, BECAUSE WHAT 
IS SPOKEN OF HERE IS THE PRESENCE OF WHAT HAS 
ALREADY COME INTO EXISTENCE. 

Bhdsya. 

What is laid down in the text in questi/m should be taken to be the Time 
for what has been already laid down, —in another text.—“ Why ? Recaw^c 
what is spoken of here is the presence of what has already come into existence, 
and not what is in course of coming into existence.—“ How do you know 
that ? ”—Because the Penance has already been previously laid down 
in the text ‘ They keep the penance of living upon food without meat, but 
abounding in clarified butter ’ ; and the only factor that is not already 
known is the Time for the penance ; and this is what is laid down in the 
text in question. 
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SHABAKA-BHAl^YA : 


sTJTRA (36). 

Also because (in the other case), the exact meaning cannot be 

DETERMINED. 

Bhdaya, 

[Under the Purvapakaa view], the exact meaning of the sentence 
‘ Vatse^na vratarnupayanti ’ cannot be determined.—(a) Does it mean that 
‘ the calf is to be made to keep the Penance,—in this sense the Penance being 
kept (upagata) by the Calf {'vatsena') ?—or (6) that ‘the penance shall be 
kept (i.e. the food eaten) with the Calf used in place of the hand —in this 
sense also the Penance being got at {upUa) by the Calf vatsena'^) ?—or (c) 
that ‘ one should keep the Penance while keeping the calf near him ’ ?— 
It cannot be determined what the exact meaning of the sentence is. Be¬ 
cause (according to the Purvapakaa) all that the word vatsena') connotes is 
the instrumentality of the Calf, and not the procedure (of the Penance) ; 
so that all that the sentence says is that ‘ one should keep the Penance 
of which the Calf is the instrument (means) of accomplishment ’ ;—in what 
manner this is to be done remains still imdefined ; so that the exact mean¬ 
ing is not made quite clear,—as to what it is that is done by the Calf in 
regard to the Penance,—or whether it may be taken as doing anything at 
random.—Then again, if the Calf were desired to be connected with the 
Penance, then it would be something that is not subservient to any other 
thing; while as a matter of fact, the Instrumental ending (in 'vatsena^) 
clearly shows that it is subservient to something else ; as the Instrumental 
ending conveys the sense of being the best instrument. —From this also it 
follows that the mention of the ‘ Calf ’ is for the purpose of la^ung down the 
time (for the Penance). 

SUTRA (37). 

[Says the Opponent] —‘‘ But the Calf should be regarded as 

SUBSIDIARY TO THE PeNANCE ; BECAUSE SUCH IS THE DiRECT 

Declaration.” 

Bhd§ya. 

“ It has been argued (by the Siddhdntin) that, as the Penance has 
been already enjoined elsewhere, its mention in the text under consideration 
should be taken to be a mere reference (or reiteration).—This is quite true ; 
—But what has been said regarding the text being meant to enjoin the time 
for the Penance,— that is not right. Because as a matter of fact, the Calf 
is enjoined as subsidiary to the Penance. —^How do you know that ?— 
Because such is the direct declaration ; for taking the Calf as enjoined, there 
is the authority of the Direct Decla|^ation of the Veda ; while, if we took 
the injunction to be that of the Time, then the word would have to be taken 
in the indirect figurative sense ;—^and when there is a doubt as to which 
should be accepted, as between Direct Declaration and Indirect Figurative 
Indication, it is the Direct Declaration that should be accepted as the most 
logical.—From this it follows that the Calf is subsidiary to the Penance.** 
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ADHYAYA VI, PADA IV, ADHIKARANA ( 12 ). 

SUTRA (38). 

[Answer] —In fact it is Time that is indicated ; there is no 

Injunction. 

Bhd^ya. 

In fact, it is Time that is indicated ; and it is not the Calf that is 
enjoined. In fact, the text—‘ At the Purruimdaa sacrifice they keep the 
Penance by Grass, and at the Dars/ia-sacrifice, by the Calf ’—is not an 
injxmction at all.—“ How do you know that ? ”—Because it is connected 
as one sentence with another injunction ; the actual Injunction is found in a 
subsequent text—‘ Before the removers of the calves, the Husband and Wife 
should take their food ’ [Read ‘ mapdkartrordampatlt as in MSS.];—[this 
food consisting of what abounds in Clarified Butter but is without meat,— 
the taking of this food being what is meant by ‘ Penance ’ in the present 
connection]. When this Injunction is already there, if the text under con¬ 
sideration also were taken as an Injunction, then there would be a syntactical 
split. As for ‘reference’ (or reiteration), there are such references, very 
often, to things already enjoined. Thus then, the fact of the Calf being a 
subsidiary to the Penance (which is already laid down in the Injunction 
just quoted), it cannot be taken as unknown (and hence needing to be 
enjoined in the text under consideration) ; wliile the Time (for the Penance) 
has not been laid down elsewhere (and as such needs to be enjoined). 

StJTRA (39). 

Further, the Calf can serve no usefud purpose in connection 
with the act in question (Penance). 

Bhdsya, 

As a matter of fact, it is not possible to connect the Calf with the 
Penance; because, in regard to the act in question (Penance), the Calf can 
serve no useful j>urpose.—For this reason also the Calf cannot be regarded 
as subsidiary to the Penance. 

SUTRA (40). 

Further, there is no word actually bxpressino the idea of 

the meat. 

Bhdsya. 

There is no such declaration as that * one shall kill the calf, cook its 
flesh and then eat it ’ ; nor do we find any word actually expressing the idea 
of meat; for the term ‘ calf ’ denotes the genus ‘ calf ’, and is never 
used in the sense of meat. —For this reason also the term ‘ calf ’ should be 
taken as indicating the titne (for the Penance). 



Adhikarana (13) : The time indicated hy the terms ‘ Ghrass ^ 
and ‘ Calf ’ is applicable to all cases—that in which 
the Curd-Butter-Miocture is used^ as well as 
that in which that mixture is not used. 

StJTRA (41). 

,[P<Trvapak§a]—“ If the Time is indicated, that can pertain 

ONLY TO the case WHERE THE CURD-BUTTER-MiXTURE IS USED ; 

BECAUSE OF THE PRESENCE OF INDICATIVES TO THAT 
EFFECT.*’ 

Bhd§ya. 

It has been understood that the term ‘ Calf ’ has been mentioned for 
the purpose of indicating the Time (of the Penance).—Now there arises 
the question—Does this time pertain to only that case where the Curd-Butter- 
Mixture is used ? Or also to the case where the Curd-Butter-Mixture 
is not used ? 

On this question, the Purvapakpa view is as follows;—“ It can pertain 
to that case only where th^e Curd-Butter‘Mixture is used .—Why ?—Because 
we read—‘Before the removers of the calf, the Husband and Wife should 
take their food ’ ; and in the case where the Curd-Butter-Mixture is not 
used (and hence milk is not needed), there is no ‘ removal of the calf ’ ; 
hence the time indicated (by the removal of the calf) can pertain to only 
that case where the Curd-Butter-Mixture is used; the ‘ removal of the calf * 
being clearly indicative of this conclusion.” 

SUTRA (42). 

[Siddhanta]— In reality, it should be taken as pertaining to 

BOTH CASES ; AS THE ‘ REMOVAL OF THE CaLF ’ IS MEANT ONLY 
TO BE INDICATIVE OF THE PARTICULAR TIME. 

Bhd§ya. 

The term ‘ m ’ (‘in reality ’) rejects the Purvapak^q, view.—As a matter 
of fact, the time pertains to the case where the Curd-Butter-Mixtiue is 

used, as also to the case where the said Mixture is not used.—“ Why ? ”_ 

Because the removal of the calf is meant only to he indicative of the particular 
time. In the Penance itself there is no need for the Removal of the Calf; 
there is need, however, for the Time ; and that which is needed there is 
indicated (by the word ‘ calf ’). 

“ But why should the Removal of the Calf be taken as indicative 
of the particular time ? ” 
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Because it can only subserve the purpose of something else. As a 
matter of fact, the calves are removed (from the cows) for the purpose of 
obtaining milk ; and in this alone they serve a visible purpose ; in any other 
case, it would serve only an invisible (transcendental) purpose ; it is for this 
reason that the Removal of the Calf is not declared to be secured for its own 
sake. 

It has been argued that—“ in view of indicatives to that effect, the 
time can pertain to only that case where the Curd-Butter-Mixture is used 
—^But this is not right; because in that case also where the said Mixture 
is not used, the time does not cease. That is, in a case where the Curd- 
Butter-Mixture is not used,—^it may be that there is no Removal of the 
Calf; but it is not that the time indicated by the Removal of the Calf is 
not there; and in the case in question, it is the time that we need, not the 
removal of the Calf. For instance, when it is said—‘You should come 
at Conch’time —the titne indicated by Conch-blowing is there even in a 
village where the Conch is not blown at all; and hence the said ‘ coming ’ 
is not omitted ;—^in the same manner, even though there may be no actual 
Removal of the Calf, yet the Penance in question would be performed when 
the time indicated by that Removal arrives, and it would not be omitted 
at that time. 


26 



Adhikar.ina (14): The phrase ^ along with the branch^ 
lays down the time. 

SOTRA (43). 

[PtTBVAPAKSA]—“ The ‘ Branch ’ is subsidiary to the ‘ Kusha- 
BUNDLB —^LIKB THE ‘ MIXING 

Bhd§ya. 

There is the text ‘ Darshxpuri^mdadhhydm yajeta * (laying down the 
Daraha-Purrmindsa sacrifice as to be performed by one desiring heaven); 
in connection with that we read—‘ Saha ahdkhayd prastaram praharti * 
[‘ He throws in the Kusha-hundle. along with the Branch ’]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question—Is the Branch subsidiary 
to the throwing in of the Kusha-bundle, the relationship between the two 
being that of the subsidiary and its use ? Or does it mean that the Branch 
is to be thrown in at the time of the Throwing in of the Kusha-bundle ? 

On this question, the Purvapakaa view is as follows :—“ The Branch ia 
auhaidiary to the Kuaha-bundle, like the mixing ; that is, in reality, the Branch 
is a subsidiary to the Kuaha-bundle .—“ Why ? ”—Because in the text 
‘ Saha ahdkhayd prastaram praharali * (‘ He throws in the Kusha-bundle 
along with the Branch ’), there is the Instrumental ending in the word 
‘ ahdkhayd ’ due to the presence of the particle ‘ saha \ in the sense that 
the thing spoken of by means of that word is a subordinate factor (according 
to Panini 2. 3. 19); hence the Shdkhd, Branch, must be taken as subordinate 
to the Praatara, Kusha-bundle i because the term ^praat<iram'* appears with 
the Accusative ending, and there is the Instrumental ending (in ^ahdkhayd') 
due to the presence of the particle ‘ aaha ’ ; and the Instrumental ending 
denotes the subordinate, and the Accusative ending, the principal factor.— 
‘ But the Branch renders no help to the Kusha-bundle (by virtue of which it 
could be its subordinate).’—True, it renders no visible help ; but it does 
render invisible help ;—^just as in the case of the ‘ mixing ’ (of the Soma- 
juice with milk); that is, just as in the case of the text ‘ Payaad maitrd- 
varunam ahrindti ’ (‘ He mixes with milk the Soma-juice to be offered to 
Mitra-Varuna'), by virtue of the co-existence of the Accusative and Ins¬ 
trumental endings, an invisible help is understood as rendered (by the milk, 
to the juice), —so in the same manner in the case in question also.” 

SUTRA (44). 

[Siddhanta]— In reality, it should be taken as an injunction of 

TIME ; BECAUSE BOTH ARE ALREADY THERE. 

Bhd§ya. 

The text should be taken eis an injunction of time—“ why ? ”— because 
boih are already there \—that is, the Kusha-bundle is already there as laid 
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down for the purpose of keeping the Sruva on it;—the throwing in of this 
Kusha-hundle at a particular time has also been enjoined in another text;— 
hence it (the throwing in of the Ktisha-hundle) must be taken as reiterated in 
the text under consideration only for the purpose of laying down the disposal 
of the Branch (which has been already used in the removing of the Calf). 

Says the Opponent—** The Kmha-bundle may be taken as reiterated; 
but the Branch should be taken as enjoined in the text in question ”, 

Our answer to this is that, both are there already^ ; that is, the Branch 
has been already enjoined in a previous text, as to be used in the removing 
of the Calf ; now the question arises regarding its being mentioned again 
in the text under consideration—is the Branch enjoined here as subordinate 
(to the Kusha-bundle) ?—or is it mentioned only as to be disposed of ?— 
It is found that its disposal serves the visible purpose that, on the removal 
of what is no longer required, there is room, ever so little, secured for moving 
about. There is, however, no visible result following from the contact (of 
the Branch) with the other place to which it is thrown. Hence the throwing 
in of the Branch must be regarded as a disposal. And as there is no more 
use for it, the time for that disposal of the Branch is indicated (as that 
at which the Kusha-bundle is thrown in). 

“ But the Instrumental ending denotes the subordinate factor ; and 
this ending we find with the terra ‘ Shdkhd ’ (Branch).” 

Our answer to this is that the Instrumental ending in the word 
‘ Shdkhayd ’ has the sense of the Accusative; and the Accusative ending in 
‘ prastaram ’ has the sense of the Instrumental. 

“ How do you know that ? ” 

The presence of the particle ‘ saha * (‘ along with ’) indicates that 
both the things are to be thrown in at one and the same time ;—^so that 
tliat thing the time for whose being thrown in is already known (from other 
.sources) should be regarded as mentioned in the text imder consideration 
only for purposes of reference, while that whose time for being thrown in 
is not known should be regarded as mentioned for the purpose of being 
enjoined. It is the time of the throwing in of the Branch that is not known, 
—^while that of the K'lisha-bundle is already known ; hence the mention 
of this latter must be for the sake of what is not known, and hence it must 
be the subordinate factor ; while the mention of the other should be regarded 
as the principal factor ; and the principal or predominant character is always 
denoted by the Accusative ending; and yet in the case in question we have 
the Instrumental ending with what is the principal factor (i.e. the Shdkhd, 
Branch; hence it is that this Instrumental should be taken as having the 
sense of the Accusative) ; while the Instrumental ending denotes subservience 
to another ; and yet in the case in question we have the Accusative ending 
in what is the subservient factor (i.e.—the Prastara, Kusha-bundle ; hence 
it is that this Accusative should be taken as having the sense of the 
Instrumental). Thus it is that neither of the two case-endings is used, 
in the present text, in its own natural sense. 
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shababa-bhI^ya : 

StTTRA (45). 


Also bboause the Bbanoh does kot serve the purpose of 

BMBELLISHINa THE KUSHA-BUNDLE. 

Bhdsya, 

The Branch is not found to render any visible help to the Kusha- 
bundle; in fact, whe^ grass {Kuaha) is being burnt, no piece of wood 
(Branch) can render any help to it; it is the grass that would help the wood 
(in burning). For this reason the Branch cannot be taken as subserving 
the purposes of the Kusha-bundle. 

i 

StJTRA (46). 

From all this rr follows that there could be (‘ throwing in ^ 
OF the Branch) apart (prom the Kusha-bundle). 

Bhd§ya. 

Qmation —“ What is the use of all this discussion ? Even if the Branch 
is subsidiary to the Ktisha-bundle, the Branch would be disposed of at the 
time of the throwing in of the Kvsha-hundle [and this is all that the 
Siddhdntin insists upon].** 

Anstoer —^If the Branch is subsidiary to the Ktiaha-bundle, then, when 
this latter is being thrown (into the Fire), it cannot be thrown in without 
the Kusha-bundle ; on the other hand, if it is not subsidiary to it, then it 
can be thrown in even without the Kusha-bundle, We have already explained 
that the Breuich should be thrown in at the time of the Kusha-bundle 
(being thrown in). From all this it foUows that there couM be throwing in of 
the Branch apart from the Kusha-bundle ; that is, it is for reasons expleuned 
above that, even apart from the Kusha-bundle, there could be the ^ throwing 
in ’ of the Branch, 


SOTRA (47). 

The ‘ UpavE^a * also would be there in one case only. 

[The Upav^ea is a piece of wood, six inches long, cut out from the root end of 
the Branch and used for the stirring of the Fire at the time of the preparation of 
the Card-Butter'Mixture.] 


Bhd§ya. 

If the Purvapakfa view were correct [i.e. if the Branch were subsidiary 
to the Kmha-bundle and formed part of the offering of thw latter], then, 
whether or not the material used were the Cu/rd-Butter-Mixture, —^in either 
case—the Branch would be there; and hence the ‘ Upav^a ’ also would 
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have to be made in either case.—If however, the Siddhdnta view is correct, 
[i.e. if the Branch is brought in only for the purpose of removing the calf, 
and is thrown into the Fire, not as an offering, but only as a disposal of a 
thing no longer required], then the Branch would be there only in cases 
where the Curd-BiUter-Mixture was used, and hence could be disposed 
of also only in that case;—and the Upave^a also would be made only in 
that case,—not in any other. 


End of Pdda iv of Adhydya VI, 



ADHYAYA VI. 

PADA V. 

Adhikarana (1): At the ‘ Darsha ’ sacrifice^ in connection 
vnth the ‘ Ahhyuday^ti \ there is ‘ displacement 
of Deities ’ due to certain contingencies. 

StJTRA (1). 

[P(Trvapak9a]—“ The text contains the injunction of a distinct 

SACRIFICE TO BE PERFORMED ON ACCOUNT OF THE TRANSGRESSION 
OF TIME INDICATED BY THE RISING (OF THE MOON) ; AS 
IN THE CASE OF THE ‘ FiVE-PlATTER-OFFERINO 

Bhdsya. 

There is the following text— Vi vd Inam prajayd pashnsbhirardhayatiy 
vardhayatyasya bhrdtrvyam yaaya havirniruptam purastdchchandramd abhyu^ 
deH ; trMhd taryiuldn vibhajet, ye madhyamdh syuh tdrmgnaye ddtre purodd- 
ahamaatdkapdlam nirvapet, ye sthavipthdstdnindrdya praddtre dadhamshcha- 
runit ye hsodipthdstdn vip%ave shipiviptdya shrte charmn ’ [‘If the moon rises 
when the offering-material has been prepared, it deprives him of his offspring 
and cattle, and prospers the same for his enemy ; he should divide the rice into 
three parts—(1) those that are of the medium size shall he made into cake 
baked upon eight pans and offered to Agni-Ddtr ; tlios<^ that are of the 
largest size should be cooked and offered with curds to Indra-Praddtr; 
and those that are finest shall be cooked and offered in boiled milk to 
Shipivlpta ’] (Taitti. Saih, 2. 5. 5. 2). 

[What is meant is this—The performer thinks that the Moonless Day has 
arrived, and has begun to make preparations for the Dar^^o-sacrifioe which is to 
be performed on that day;—he finds that in the early morning, the Moon has 
risen;—this proves that he has made a mistake in regard to the date ;—for this 
transgression then ho would suffer in his offsprings and cattle ; as an expiation 
therefore he has to make the three offerings out of the material that he had got 
ready.] 

In regard to this, there arises the question—^Does the passage enjoin a 
distinct sacrifice, to be performed on account of the transgression relating 
to time ?—or does it lay down simply the displacement of the original deities 
(and the introduction of others) in reference to those same offerings that are 
made in connection with the original sacrifice {Darsha-Piirnarndsa) ? 

On this question, the Purvapakm is as follows ;—“ When the transgres¬ 
sion of time is discovered on the rising of the Moon,—on account of that 
transgression, there is a sacrifice to be performed,—^and it is this distinct 
seunrifice that should be taken as enjoined in the text.—^Why ?—^When they 
make a cake out of the medium-sized rice and offer it to Agni-Datfy —the 
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cooked rice of the large-size with curds to Indra-Praddtr ,—and the finest 
rice to Vifnu-Shipivi^fa ,—this must be taken as a distinct sacrifice, because it 
is spoken of as connected with a result and the enjoyer of the result;—^just 
as in the case of the ‘ Five-Platter-offering it is taken as a distinct sacrifice, 
by reason of the mention of a distinct substance and a distinct deity ;—so 
also in the case of the Paahu-kdm^ati, in connection with which we read— 
‘ One who desires cattle should perform the sacrifice on the Moonless Day 
and then remove the calves;—then out of the larger-sized ones, he should 
make a cake baked upon eight pans and offer it to Agni-Sanimat ,—^the 
medium-size ones should be cooked and offered in boiled milk to Vimu- 
Shipiviffa ; the finest ones he should cook and offer in curds to Indra-Praddtr *; 
—in the same manner, in the case in question also, the offerings laid down 
should be regarded as a distinct sacrifice.—^Further, in connection with the 
original sacrifice (Darsha-Purnamdsa), we do not find any deity mentioned 
specifically in relation to any substance ; all that is mentioned there is ‘ the 
cooked rice in boiled milk * ; and at the Daraha-Purrmmdaaf no boiling is 
done at the time of the rise of the Moon; hence the sacrifice spoken of in 
the text in question must be regarded as totally different (from the original 
Daraha-Purnamdaa ). ” 

StJTRA (2). 

[Siddhanta]— In reality, it means only a displacement (of 
Deities),—as the offerings are there. 

Bhdsya. 

In reality, what is meant is only a displacement of deities. —Why ?— 
Because the offerings are there ; that is, the offerings are the same as those 
at the original Darsha-Purnamdaa ; and so long as they are there, there can 
be no connection between the materials and the deities,—on the basis of which 
connection a distinct sacrifice could be assumed. Hence there is no distinct 
sacrifice ; it is the same offering-materials with regard to which different 
deities are laid down. 


SUTRA (3). 

Also because the words of the text are expressive of the 

same idea. 

Bhd§ya. 

The words of the text are such as are expressive of the idea that there 
is displacement of deities ;—for instance, for those that are middle-sized, 
a deity other than the original one is enjoined ; it is only the deity that 
can be taken to be enjoined in this text, because the substance is the same 
as that laid down in connection with the original sacrifice, and it is only 
the particular deity mentioned in the text which is not already so enjoined. 

“ But when the text is taken as enjoining a new deity, how’ is it that 
it is not open to the objection that it involves the injunction of several 
accessory details ? ” 
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shababa-bhI^ya : 


The answer to this is that in no one of the sentences (composing the 
peissage in question) is there any injunction of several accessory details; 
for instance, in the sentence ‘he should divide the rice’, the only thing 
enjoined is the dividing^ all the rest is only referred to ; hence this explanation 
is not open to the said objection.—^In regard to the ‘ middle-sized * rice, it 
is only the deity Agni that is enjoined^ all therest, Cake, etc., is only^ 
referred to. —^In regard to the ‘large-sized’ ones,—^for these as mixed with 
ciu*d8, it is only the deity Indra that is enjoirved in this sentence.—As regards 
the third sentence, the boiling is indicated by the needs of the situation 
(without boiling, no rice could be cooked), the character of ‘cooked rice’ 
—along with sense of the ‘ Locative ’ (in * Shrte ’), which also is indicated 
by the needs of the case,—is only referred to ; hence in this sentence what is 
enjoined is the deity, Vienu-Shipivipta, in reference to the rice along with 
the boiled milk ; all the rest is only referred to. —^Thus our explanation is 
not open to the objection (of a single sentence enjoining several accessory 
details). 


SOTRA (4). 

A 1 .SO BECATTSB WE FIND A REPETITION OF CURDLINa. 

Bhd§ya. 

The text indicates the repetition of the curdling-process.—“ How so ? ” 
—We read thus—‘If he fears that the Moon may rise (and the day may 
thus not be the Moonless Day) then he should prepare the offering-materials 
at midnight, and should keep by the unhusked rice ; half of the curd he 
should put into the milk for curdling it,—^not the other half ; if the Moon 
does rise, then the next day he should curdle the milk with this latter half 
and use it; if the Moon does not rise, he should feed the Brahmanas with 
the curd —^Now, if the offerings laid down in the text form a distinct 
sacrifice, the rice, the curd and the boiled milk—all these would have to 
be regarded as things to be secured; and these would be the ordinary (not 
sacrificial) things that would bo secured; as at the time that they would be 
secured, the functioning of the original sacrifice will not have commenced; 
under the circumstances, if the curd were not spoilt, then, as the curd would 
already be there when the next day the Dar«?^-sacrifice comes to be performed, 
it would not be necessary to repeat the curdling process; for at the 
Abhytidayiapi also that same curd would be there ; hence there would be no 
second curdling process needed.—On the other hand, if what is laid down 
is the displacement of deities due to a particular contingency,—then, as 
in the curd already kept, the rice will have been cooked, it would be 
necessary to have the second curdling in cq^ection with the milk obtained 
for the -sacrifice.—Thus then, the repetition of the Curdling-process 

would be possible only if the sentence is taken as laying down deities (in 
place of the original ones). 
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ADHYIYA VI, pIdA V, ADHIKABANA (1). 

SOTRA (5). 

[In the case cited by the PtJRVAPAK^IN] THEBE IS INJUNCTION, 
AS IT IS SOMETHING NEW. 

Bhd^ya. 

It has been argued by the Purvapakain that—“ just as in the case of 
the Paah'U-kdm^H, the text, ‘ One who desires cattle should remove the calves 
after performing the Darsfea-sacrifice *, is taken as laying down a distinct 
sacrifice [so should it be in the case in question also] —This has got to 
be refuted; and in refutation of this we argue as follows—In the case of 
the Paahu-kam^tU it is only right that the text should be taken as enjoining 
a distinct sacrifice;—why ?— hecavse it is something new ; in that case there 
is no setcrifice mentioned which has been already enjoined elsewhere; the 
sacrifice spoken of is begun after the completion of the Z>ara^-sacrifice, 
as is clear from the phrase ‘ after performing the Dar^^-sacrifice ’ ; and as 
the sentence speaks of the ‘ offering ’ connected with a substance and a deity ,— 
and there can be no connection between the substance and the deity without 
the former being given away to the latter,—it implies the act of sacrifice ,— 
Such, however, is not the case with the text under consideration ; in this case 
it is the original sacrifice that is recognised as spoken of, and it is only the 
connection of the substance used at that same original sacrifice with a 
different deity, that is enjoined ; and hence this is not open to any objection. 

SUTRA (6). 

In THE CASE OF THE ‘ FIVE-PlATTEB-OFFEBING ' [iT IS ONLY BIGHT 

THAT IT SHOULD BE BEGABDED AS A DISTINCT SACRIFICE], 
BECAUSE THERE IS DEFECT IN THE MILK ; IN THE OTHER 
CASE HOWEVER, THE SUBSTANCE IS NOT DEFECTIVE. 

Bhdsya, 

It has been argued by the Purvapakain that—“ just as in the case of the 
Five-Platter-offering, it is a distinct sacrifice that is enjoined, so should it 
be in the case in question also —^This has to be refuted, and in refutation 
of this, we argue as follows—In the case of the Five-Platter-offering, it is 
only right that it should be regarded as a distinct sacrifice, because the 
material in that case has become defective (spoilt), in regard to which 
the Deity is laid down ; and hence in that case the substance has got to be 
enjoined as something that must be secured; and when a fresh substance 
is secured, and the Deity also is a new one, then the connection between 
these (in the form of a sacrifice), which has not been previously enjoined, 
should naturally be taken as enjoined.—In the case that we are consider¬ 
ing, however, the substance has not become defective (it remains the same 
as that of the original sacrifice), hence we talce it that it is in reference to 
that same substance that fresh deities are enjoined in connection with the 
same original sacrifice. For these reasons, there can be no objection to this 
explanation. « 
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StJTRA (7). 

[Objection ]— “ The same is the case with the Curd-Butter-Mixturb 
ALSO —^IF this is URGED [then the answer is as given in 
the next Sutra], 

Bhd^a. 

If it be urged that—“ There has been a defect in the Cnrd-Butter-Mixture 
also (which is the substance used at the original Z)ard/ia-sacrifice); because 
on account of the rising of the moon, that also has become defective through 
the transgression of the right time —[then our answer is as follows]— 

SOTRA (8). 

Not so ; because that (Curd-Butter-Mixture) has not become 
defective,—^THE CONDITIONS BEING EQUALLY APPLICABLE (TO 

BOTH cases). 

Bhdsya, 

It is not so; in the case of the ‘ Five-Platter-offering ’ the substance has 
become defective, while in the present case, it remains unspoilt. 

“ But certainly the substance in the present case has become defective 
on account of the transgression of time.” 

It has not become defective ; because the conditions are equally applicable ; 
the laying down of the expiation on the rise of the Moon is applicable to 
the case in which the substance has become defective, as also to the case in 
wliich the substance has not become defective, by the transgression of the 
time. In fact, the Deity can be enjoined in regard to the substance that 
may be used at the wrong time also ; it is only when the substance has 
been destroyed that no such injunction of Deity is possible in regard to it. 

StJTRA (9). 

As FOR THE MENTION OF THE ‘ BoiLED MiLK IT IS FOR THE PURPOSE 
OF INDICATING (A CERTAIN QUALITY). 

Bhdsya. 

It has been argued that—“ no Deity is enjoined in the text, in regard 
to the original substance ; as all that is mentioned is ‘ the cooked rice in 
milk ’ ; and no boiling has been done at the time of the rise of the Moon ” ;— 
this has got to be refuted ; and in refutation of this, we urge that the mention 
of the ‘ boiled milk ’ is for the purpose of indicating a certain quality,— 
* boiled milk * standing for that which possesses the qualities of boiled milk. 

[What should be done according to this conclusion is, that in expiation of the 
transgression of the time, the Z>ar«/ia-sacrifice itself is to be performed, but the 
offerings are to be made to the deities mentioned in the text we have been con¬ 
sidering,—and after this Darsha has been performed, then there should follow the 
ordinary regular Darsha.] 



Adhikarana (2) : At the Updmshu-sacrifice there is com- 
plete Displacement of the Deity and hence of the 
‘ Updmshuydja ’ itself. 

SUTRA (10). 

[PCbvapak§a]—“ In the case of the ‘ Upamshuyaja as there i» 

NO DECLARATION (OF OTHER DEITIES), IT SHOULD BE DONE AS 
AT THE ORIGINAL SACRIFICE.” 

Bhdsya. 

In regard to the same Ahhyndayeati^ there arises a further question— 
[At the Daraha-PuTTiamdsa, tiiere are offerings of Cake^ as also of Clarified 
Butter ; the latter being called ‘ Upamshuyaja ’;—in the foregoing Adhikaranar 
it has been decided that in the event of there being a transgression regarding 
time, the performer should perform the Ahhyudayestiy which consists of the 
DarsAa-sacrifice itself, with this difference that the original deities of the 
Darsha are replaced by others specified in the text quoted ; the text quoted 
has mentioned the offerings of the Cake ; but at the Darsha^ in addition 
to the offerings of Cake^ there are offerings of Clarified Bvitter composing the 
Updmshuydja ; hence]—Is there to be the same ‘ displacement of deities ’ 
at the Updmshuydja also—or not ? 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows :—“ The Updmshu* 
ydja should be performed like the original sacrifice ;—why ?— because there 
is no declaration (of other deUies) ; i.e. in the case of the offerings dealt with 
in the foregoing Adhikarana, there was a declaration of other deities, in 
the text—‘ Cakes made of the medium-sized rice should be offered to Agni'^ 
Ddtr ; the larger-sized rice cooked with curds, to Indra-Praddtr ; and those 
made of the finest rice cooked with boiled milk, to Vi^u-Shipivis^^ ; but 
in connection with the Updmshuydja (at which the offerings consist of 
Clarified Butter, not of Cakes), there is no such declaration of other deities; 
hence [when it is performed as part of the expiatory Ahhyudayesti\ the 
Updmshuydja-o1d.QTii\^s should be made to the same deities as those at the 
original Darsha-sacrifice''* 

SUTRA (11). 

[Siddhanta]— In reality, there should be displacement (of the 

Deities), because of the peculiar nature of the activity 

CONCERNED, JUST AS IN THE CASE OF THE OTHER 
OFFERINGS. 

Bhdsya, 

The particle ‘ vd ’ (‘in reality ’) implies the rejection of the Purvapaksa 
view. 
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There shotUd he displacemerU —of (deities, at) the Updmehuydja. —For what 
reason?— Because of the peculiar natwre of the activity concerned\ in the last Adhi~ 
Jcararuiy the ground for the displacement of deities consisted in the fact that 
certain rites were performed at the wrong time.—“ Why should that be a 
ground (for it in the present case, of the Updmshuydja) ? —^In the former 
oase, what happens is, not that on the rise of the Moon, the different kinds 
of rice are brought in for the purpose of being dividedy but that the dividing 
is laid down of that offering-material after the preparation of which the 
Moon has risen,—for the man who has transgressed the time as evidenced 
by the rising of the Moon.—“ How do you know that ? ”—Becatise it is 
not specified by whose fault the Moon has risen; in fact, it is everybody’s 
fault ! The fault of the transgression lies in the rites being proceeded 
with at the wrong time ; such being the case, the ‘ offering-material ’ cannot 
be specified as ‘ rice ’ consequently^ the ‘ dividing ’ laid down in the text 
should apply to the Updmshvuydja also.—Now, what the sentence ‘He should 
divide the rice into three parts ’ has been taken to do is to displace the 
original deities, and what the injunction lays down is that ‘ the division 
should be made *.—^Why so ?—Because the subsequent sentences lay down 
details regarding that ‘ division *—^in the form ‘ this substance should be 
offered to that deity and that to that other ’ ; but even that substance in 
regard to which there is no specific allocation also becomes included under 
the general term ‘divide’. For these reasons, just as there is ‘division’ in 
other cases, so there should be in the case of the Updmshuydja also [and 
hence, in this case also there should be displacement of the Deities]. Or 
(we may go a step farther) the original Deity having been disconnected 
from the substance, and there being no other deities named (as they are in 
the case of the Cake) in connection with that substance,—the Updmshuydja 
itself would drop out [as without a Deity, there can be no sacrifice]. 

[As a matter of fact, the Updthshuydja is performed in connection with the 
Purnamasa sacrifice, not in connection with the DarsTia-sacrifice; hence the passage 
speaking of the rising of the Moon is not applicable to it; hence the Adhikarana has 
to be taken as more or less hypqthetical; that is, in case the Updmshuyaja 
also were performed in connection with the Daraha, it should b^ dealt with in the 
manner explained above.—Such is the opinion of the Ny&yamdldviatara, —Such 
also appears to have been the opinion of the other commentators; as the Tup^lkd 
has the following remarks—* The UpSthakuyUja is performed during the Purnanidaa, 
not during the Daraha*, nor does the author of the Vrtti agree to take this as 
a Hypothetical discussion ; hence on the face of it, the Adhikarana would appear to 
have been wrongly brought in; but it is not so; because as a matter of fact, in the 
Bahvjrcha-Brdhmana, the Updthahuyaja heis been actually laid ^own as part of the 
J^arsAa-sacrifice also ’.] 



Adhtkarana (3): The ‘ Ahhyudxiyesti ^ should he per¬ 
formed even though the offering-material may not 
have been actually prepared. 

StiTRA (12). 

[PObvapak^a]—“ The sacrifice should be performed only whbh^ 

THE OFFERING-MATERIAL HAS BEEN ACTUALLY PREPARED ; 

BECAUSE IT IS SO MENTIONED.” 

Bhd§ya, 

In regard to the same text as before, there arises the further question— 
Is the Ahhyvdayea^i to be performed if the Moon rises after the offering- 
material has been actually prepared ? Or also before it is prepared ? 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows :—The Ahhyudayla^ 
should bo performed only if the Moon rises after the oi^ering-material has 
been secured and prepared.—^Wliy ?— Because it is so mentioned ; the text 
speaks of consecration —‘ If a man*s offering-material has been prepared — 
From this it is clear that what is enjoined is not applicable to the case where 
the material has not been actually prepared.” 

SUTRA (13). 

*[SiDDHANTA]— In reality, it should be performed even if THE 

MATERIAL HAD BEEN BEGUN TO BE DEALT WITH (WHEN THE 

Moon rose) ; as that would fulfil the conditions 
(under which the AbhyudayE§ti should BE 

PERFORMED). 

Bhd^ya, 

The term ‘ vd ’ (‘in reality ’) sets aside the Purvapaksa view. 

What is laid down (regarding the performance of the Ahhyvday^ti) 
should become applicable to any case where the procedure with the offering- 
material has merely commenced at the wrong time [and not necessarily 
when it has proceeded to the point of the materials having been prepared]; — 
because that is enough to provide the contingency (under which the 
Abhyudayisti is to be performed), as laid down in the text ‘ Yasya havih 
abhyudetif etc,*, where the * offering-material ’ is mentioned as an indicator; 
so that the condition laid down in the text is the ‘ rising of the Moon * in 
reference to the offering-material;—^this ‘ havih \ ‘ offering-material can 
be such a contingency only when it has commenced to be actively dealt 
with, hot till it is lying passive ;—Whence the phrase * ?Mvih abhyudeti * should 
be taken to mean ‘if the Moon arises when the material has begun to be 
dealt with ’; 6ind we cannot qualify the material as being actually ‘ prepared *; 
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as in that case there would be a syntactical split.—the sentence were con¬ 
strued as ‘ If the material has been prepared,—and not if it has not been 
prepared then there could be no such assertion as ‘ if the Moon rises — 
—From all this it follows that the Ahhytiday^ti is to be performed even if 
(on the rising of the Moon) the offering-material has not been actually 
‘ prepared ’ [it is enough if it has begun to be dealt with]. 

SUTRA (14). 

The other word is purely indicative. 

Bhd^ya. 

It has been argued that—“the qualifying term ‘prepared* is actually 
present in the text—‘ Yaaya havirniruptamy etc.’ ”.—But as a matter of 
fact, the word ‘ prepared ’ is purely indicative ; standing for anything being 
‘ proceeded to be dealt with *. 

StJXRA (15). 

We also find texts indicative of the same conclusion. 

Bhdsya, 

There is also another text which points to the same conclusion: ‘ Sa 

yadyagrhltam . aakftphalikrtdn' [‘If the Moon rises before the offering- 

material has been taken up, the following well-known procedure should 
be adopted:—On the previous day, there should be secured milk and 
curd as offering-materials ; curdling also is to be done; they let loose the 
calves ; those same they again remove ; they remove them in the afternoon 
by means of a stick of Paldsha-ivood ;—all this is indeed known as to be 
done on the Moonless Day ; even if he do not intend to perform tho sacrifice, 
if the material is duly consecrated, and then the Moon rises, then he should 
prepare the unhusked rice in another way ’].—This text lays down an 
entirely different procedure to be adopted in tho case of the Moon rising 
before the material has been taken up ; and this indicates that if the Moon 
arises after the material has been taken upy —even though it has not been 
prepared, —the expiatory sacrifice {Abhyuday^ti) should be performed. 




Adhikarana (4): In the case of the Ahhyudayesti being 
performed on the Moon rising before the material 
has been prepared^—the material should be 
prepared and consecrated for the deities of 
the modified sacrifice^ ‘ Ahhyudayesti \ 

SUTRA (16). 


[PCrvapak^a]—‘‘ In the event of the Moon rising before the 
Material has been prepared, the preparation and con¬ 
secration SHOULD BE done FOR THE DEITIES OF THE 
original sacrifice,—SAYS Ashmarathya ; ON 

THE GROUND THAT THOSE DEITIES ARE SPOKEN 
OF AS TO BE DISPLACED ONLY AFTER THE 
‘ RICE ’ HAS BEEN SECURED.’’ 


Bhdsya. 


It has been settled that if the Material has merely begun to be dealt 
with (before the Moon rises) it fulfills the conditions under which the 
Ahhyuday^ti is to be performed.—Now the question that arises is—Are 
the contingent ‘ displacement of the original deities ’ and ‘ introduction 
of other deities ’ to be done after the ‘ preparation *, when the material 
has been turned into ‘ rice —and the ‘ preparation ’ itself is to be done 
for the original deities; after the Moon has been seen to rise ? Or should the 
‘ preparation ’ be done for the ne\v deities connected with the modified 
sacrifice (of the Abhyuday^fi) ? 

On this question, the Purvapak^a view is as follows :—“ In the event 
of the moon rising before the material has been prepared, the subseqiLent prepara¬ 
tion and consecration should be done for the deities of the original sacrifice, 
—so the teacher Ashmarathya has held.—‘ Why so ? ’— Because those deities 
are spoken of as to be displaced after the rice has been secured ; in fact, wo find 
the displacement of the deities after the grains have been prepared 
and turned into Rice ; the text—‘ Yasya havirniruptam purastdt chandramd 
abhyudiydt tredhd tar^uldn vibhajet ’—speaks of the ‘ dividing ’ of the Rice 
after the Moon is found to have risen ; and this could not be possible until 
the grains had been turned into Rice, Thus then, so long as there has been no 
‘ preparation there can be no ‘ rice ’ ; hence the deities of the original 
sacrifice cannot be displaced ; consequently, the subsequent ‘ preparation ’ 
should be done for those same original deities.” 
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StJTRA (17). 

[Siddhanta]—B trx the ‘ prbpabation ’ shoiild be done for those 
(deities) who partake of the subsequent offerinos,— 

so SAYS AlEKHANA ; ON THE GROUND THAT THE DIS¬ 
PLACEMENT OF THE DEITY IS DUE TO THAT. 

Ehd^ya, 

The term ‘ ’ (‘ but ’) sets aside the Purvapdkfa view. 

Those deities who partake of the subsequent offerings,—for them^ 
should the ‘ preparation ’ be made ;—so has taugl^t the teacher Alekhana.— 
Why so ?— Because the displacement of deities is due to that, —i.e. to the 
fact that the process of the sacrifice has commenced at the wrong time. 
Consequently, the deities of the original sacrifice should be regarded as 
already displaced (by reason of the said fact); hence the subsequent prepara¬ 
tion and consecration of the materials should be for those other deities 
who partake of the subsequent offerings (at the Abhyudayipfi sacrifice). 



Adhikarana (6): If the Ahhyudayesti is performed after 
the Material has heeh partly ^prepared\—the 
remaining portion of it should he ‘ prepared ’ 
silentlyy without reference to any deity. 


SUTRA (18). 


[P(JRVAPAK§A (A)]—“ If the handfuls of corn have been partly 
‘ PREPARED THERE IS NO DISPLACEMENT (OF THE DeITIES) ; 

AS THEY ARE SUBORDINATE TO THE 


Bhdsya. 


When the ‘ preparation ’ of the ‘ Four Handfuls ’ of corn has been 
commenced, but not finished, [if the Moon happen to rise], then there 
arises the question—What has been prepared is already ‘ prepared ’ ; but 
what remains,—is that to be prepared and consecrated to the deities of the 
original sacrifice ? Or to those mentioned in connection with the modified 
sacrifice (Ahhyvday^ti) ? Or only silently (without the name of any deity) ? 

On this question, the first Purvapakpa view (A) is as follows :—When 
the material has been partly prepared—^i.e. half-prepared—there should be 
no displacement of the deities.—Why ?—^Because the Deity is subordinate to 
the ‘ Preparation ’ (consecration), not to the ‘ handfuls *, and the Preparation 
and Consecration (already done) have been done with reference to those 
deities (i.e. the deities of the original sacrifice).—How so ?—Part of the 
material having been already prepared, all that remains to be done is to 
repeat the same process for making up the number ‘ four * ; and hence it is 
this repetition that is done again. And as the Preparation has been done 
already (though partly), the Deity has not been removed ; and when that 
same act of Preparation is repeated again, it is only right that the Deity 
should still remain undisplaced. Hence it follows that the preparation and 
consecration should be done to the deities of the original sacrifice. The 
later ‘ handful * of the corn is not a distinct material (other than the previous 
handfuls which have already undergone ‘ preparation *), by virtue of which 
difference, the original deity could be displaced. Because what is done 
later on is only that the requisite number of the Preparation and Con¬ 
secration is made up.—From all this it follows that there is no displacement 
of the deities of the original sacrifice,” 

27 



1124 


SHABAKA-BHA^YA : 


StJTRA (19). 

[PaBVAPAK§A (B)]—“ The connection is with what does not belong 
TO the original sacrifice, as the place of the dbitibs 
OF THE original SACRIFICE HAS BEEN TAKEN BY THE 
OTHER DBITIBS.” 

Bhd^ya. 

[Second Purvapak§a ]—“ The Material is not to be consecrated to the 
deities of the original sacrifice.—To whom then ?—^To the deities mentioned 
in connection with the modified {Ahhyuduy^ti) sacrifice.—^Why so ?— 
Because we find it spoken of as connected,—not with what is already 
there in connection with the original sacrifice, but—^with such particular 
deities as are not connected with the original sacrifice. Because the sentence 
‘ The Rice should be divided into three parts, etc.’ already lays down that 
the material should be wrested from the deities of the original sacrifice, 
and be consecrated to the deities of the modified sacrifice ; because these 
latter have by that time taken the place of the former. Hence we conclude 
that, when the material has been only half-prepared, the original deities are set 
aside and new ones come in ; consequently the remainder of the preparation 
and consecration should be done in connection with the deities of the modified 
sacrifice.’* 


StJTRA (20). 

[Siddhanta]—Inasmuch as there is absence of the other (half), 
THE consecration SHOULD BE DONE SILENTLY. 

Bhd§ya. 

InaemiLch as there is absence of the other halfy —as connected with any 
deity,—the subsequent preparation and consecration should not be done in 
connection with any deity; [Le. it should be done silently].—If there were 
consecration in connection with a deity, then one-half of the material would 
be consecrated to one deity and the other half to the other deity ; so that 
it could not be ascertained whether the consecration had been to one deity 
or to the other. For these reasons, the best course would be to consecrate 
the material silently (without reference to any deity); as otherwise, in one 
case or the other, there would be bound to be a breach of what has been 
determined before. 



Adhikarana (6): Whether or not the Gurd-Butter-Miocf>nre 
is the material used^-^the Expiatory Sacrifice 
must he performed if the Moon rises. 

SUTRA (21). 

[PtfRVAPAK§A]—“ Inasmuch as thebe is mention of the Ctjrd- 
Bttttbr-Mixturb, there should be no performance of 
THE expiatory SACRIFICE IN A CASE WHERE THAT 
MIXTURE IS NOT USED.’" 

Bhd§ya. 

The same Abhyuday^ti is the subject for consideration. In connection 
with that we read—‘ Cooked rice in curd, cooked rice in boiled milk ’. 

In regard to this, there arises the question—^Is the expiatory sacrifice 
contingent on the rising of the Moon to be performed only in a case where 
the Curd-Butter-Mixture is the material used ? Or in all cases, without 
any restriction ? 

On this question, the Purt^apakaa view is as follows:—“ The expiatory 
sacrifice is to be performed only in a case where the Curd-Butter-Mixturo 
is the material used.—^Why ?— Because there is mention of the Curd-BvMer- 
Mixture; —in the words ‘rice cooked in curd, rice cooked in boiled milk*, 
we have the mention of the Curd-Butter-Mixtiu'e; in a case where the Curd- 
Butter-Mixture is not used, there would be no ‘ boiled milk * or * curd * ; 
hence the expiatory sacrifice could not be performed ; if it were performed, 
it could only be defective.” 

SUTRA (22). 

[Siddhanta]— In reality, it should be performed in both cases, 
ON account of the mention of the vegetable 
SUBSTANCE. 

Bhdsya. 

The terra " vd' (‘in reality ’) rejects the Purvapakaa view. 

In reality the expiatory sacrifice should be performed in both cases, — 
and not only in that case where the Curd-Butter-Mixture is the material 
used;—because of the mention of the vegetable substance in the same 
text—‘ Those grains that are medium-sized,—^large-sized, finest —^where 
the vegetable substance (grains) is mentioned ; and this can be used (at the 
expiatory sacrifice) even by one who does not make use of the Curd-Biitter- 
Mixture. Hence the expiatory sacrifice cannot, without some reason, be 
omitted even by one who does not make use of the Curd-Butter-Mixture ; 
consequently it should be performed in both cases (where the said Mixture 
is used, as also where it is not used). 
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SOTRA (23). 

[Objection]—“ This cannot be, as it would render the sacrificb 
DEFECTIVE ”,—^IF THIS BE URGED [then the answer will be 
as given in the next Sutra], 

Bhdsya, 

It has been argued by the Purvapaksin that—“ in a case where the 
Curd-Butter-Mixture is not used, as there would be neither Curd nor Boiled 
Milky the offering could not be one in which Curd has been used as a means ; 
so tliat in such a case there would be a defect in the act 

This is what has got to be refuted; [and this refutation is put forward 
in the following Sutra\, 

SOTRA (24). 

Not so ; because it is not an embellishment of it. 

Bhdsya. 

What has been urged is not right. In the matter of the cooking of rice, 
the Curd has not been spoken of in the text as the substance in which the 
rice is to be cooked ; all that the text says is that ‘ just as the larger-sized 
grains are offered to Indra-Praddtfy so also is the Curd\ —all that is enjoined 
being the connection of the Curd with the particular deityy not with the 
cooked rice. If connection with the latter were taken as enjoined, then there 
would be a syntactical split, the construction being—‘ The larger-sized 
grains are to be offered to that particular deity,—-and the grains are to be 
cooked in Curd ’.-—As for the Locative ending (in ‘ dadhani * in the curd ’), 
it is only a reference to something already known. Consequently the associa¬ 
tion of the rice with the curd and other things is not meant to be essential ; 
they are meant only to be the differentiating factors in the offerings. 
Hence it follows that, merely because milk and curd are not used, that can 
be no reason why there should be no ‘ displacement of the deity ’ in con¬ 
nection with the larger-sized grains ; because even though the Curd-Butter- 
Mixture be not used, the grains would be cooked in water. 



Adhikabaija (7); The ‘ Vishvajit ’ sacrifice should be 
performed as soon as the performance of the ‘ Satra ’ 
has been proceeded with. 

SOTRA (25). 

[PCbvapak§a]—“ The Vishvajit, due to be febfobmed on someone 

RETIRING AFTER THE PERFORMANCE HAS BEEN PARTLY DONE, 
SHOULD BE PERFORMED AFTER THE PURCHASE (OF THE 

Soma) ; because of the mention of 
‘ division 

Bhdsya, 

There is the text-—‘ Yadi satrdya dlksitd atha sdmyuttiatheran soma- 
mapahhajya vishvajitd atirdtrena sarvastomerm sarvaprathena aarvavedaaadakai- 
nena yajeran ’ [‘ After they have been initiated for the Satray if they retire 
after it has been partly performed, they should divide the Soma and perform 
the Vishvajit-Atirdtray at which all hymns and songs are used and at which 
one’s entire property is given away as the sacrificial fee ’]. 

[That is, at the Satra^ after the seventeen sacriticers have been initiated and the 
performance proceeded with, if anyone of them wishes to retire from it, he should 
take out his share of the Soma and, with it, perform the Vishvajit. 

Tn regard to this, there arises the question—^Is the Vishvajit to be 
performed on the retirement of a sacrificer after the Soma has been purchased ? 
Or on his retirement even after the mere commencement of the Satra ? 

The Purvapakaa view on this question is as follows :—“ On the retire¬ 
ment of someone after the sacrifice has been partly performed, the Vishvajit 
ahovM be performed after the Purchase —of the Soma. —‘ Why so ? ’— Because 
of the mention of ‘ division The words of the text are ‘ They should 
divide the Soma and perform the Vishvajit sacrifice ’ ; those who would retire 
before the Soma has been purchased, could not have any division or share 
in the Soma ; hence, if the Vishvajit were performed imder the circumstances, 
it could only be a defective performance. From this it follows that the 
Vishvajit should be performed only when persons retire after the Soma has 
been purchased.” 

SOTRA (26). 

[SiddhInta]— In reality, it should be performed on retirement 

AFTER THE PERFORMANCE OF THE SaTRA HAS COMMENCED,— 

AS THE REQUIRED CONTINGENCY WOULD BE THERE. 

Bhdsya. 

The particle ‘ vd ’ (‘ in reality ’) rejects the Purvapaksa view. 

There should be performance of the Vishvajit. if someone retired after 
the Satra had merely commenced [and not necessarily, after the stage of the 
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Soma-purchase].— Why Because the required corUinrrency would he there. 
The contingency that has been laid down as under which the Vishvajit 
should be performed is ‘ retirement after partial performance ’ ;—and this 
would be there as soon as the performance had commenced ; there is no 
ground for specifying that contingency as that which comes after the Purchase 
of the Soma, 

SUTRA (27). 

The other part of the text is merely indicative, 

Bhd^ya. 

It has been argued that—“ if they were to retire before the Purchase 
of the Soma, as there could be no sharing (division) of the Soma, the 
Vishvajit, if performed, would be defective —^This has to be refuted. The 
refutation is as follows :—^The ‘ division * (of Soma) is not what is enjoined 
here ; if it were, then there would be a syntactical split, the construction being 
—‘ if they retire after partial performance, they should perform the Vishvajit 
sacrifice,—-and after they had made a division of the Soma \ For this 
reason, the word ‘ having divided’ should be taken as a reference. —“ But in 
what manner is it already known that it can be referred to here ? ”—Well, 
in all cases, when people are retiring from business, there naturally follows 
a division of the assets ; and it is this ‘ division of all assets ’ that is indicated 
by the mention of the ‘ division of the Soma ’ ; the text thus indicating 
that * the Soma should be divided as also the other things 

From all this it follows that whenever persons retire from the Safra ,— 
either before or after the Purchase of the Soma,—tliey should perform the 
Vishvajit-sacrifice. 



ADHiKARAijrA (8): The Initiation should continue for 

Twelve Days. 

SUTRA (28). 

[PtJRVAPAK^A]—“ In regard TO THE EXTENT OF THE INITIATION, ONE 

MAY DO AS ONE LIKES ; AS NO DISTINCTION HAS BEEN MADE.” 

Bhd^ya, 

In connection with the Jyotistoma we read —^ Ekd dxkad, tiara upaaadah 

parichamlm praatUah; . tiaro dikmh, dvddaaha d%kadh\ etc. [‘One 

initiation, three upaaada, the extracting of Soma-juice on the fifth day ;.. 
three initiations, twelve initiations ’];—^where the extent of the initiation is 
variously laid down (as extending over one day, three days, twelve days). 

In regard to these, there arises the question—Is there to be no restric¬ 
tion—one may adopt any extent one likes ? Or, must there be twelve 
initiations ? 

On this question the Purvapakaa view is as follows :—“ In regard, to 
the extent of the initiation, one may do what one likes ;—i.e. there is no hard 
and fast rule.—^Wliy ?— Because no distinction has been made ; the texts 
have made no distinction among the various numbers ; and one may adopt 
any number that one chooses.” 

SOTRA (29). 

[Siddhanta]—It should extend over twelve days ; because of a 

TEXT POINTING TO THAT CONCLUSION. 

Bhd^ya. 

*- 

One should adopt the ‘ twelve days’ Course ’.—‘Why ?— Because of a text 
pointing to that conclusion, ‘ Lingdt ’ means indicative power, —“ What is 
it that points to, or indicates, that conclusion ? ”—^There is the text—‘ Having 
been initiated for twelve days, one should beg for support ’ (i.e. beg for 
what is needed for the sacrifice);—here the ^twelve days* Course of Initiation ’ 
is spoken of as the only course, which is obligatory, not optional;—so that 
if one adopts the course always, he cannot adopt any other course. Hence 
the choice is restricted to the ‘ twelve days* Course As for the other courses, 
they might be adopted at the ectypes of the Jyotistoma ; so that the injunction 
of these also would not be absolutely futile. 


[The above is the presentation of the Adhikaranct according to the Bhd^ya. 
Neither Kumarila (in the Tupflkd) nor Mandeoia Mishra (in the Mlmdihsdnukramanikd) 
accept this presentation. According to them Sutras 28 and 29 embody two distinct 
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Adhikaranas, —In the former Adhikararia (Su. 28) the question is—At the Jyoti^poma 
should there be twelve days' Initiation ? Or is there no restriction ?—The Purva- 
pdksa is that there must be the ‘twelve days* Course*.—The Siddh&nta is that 
there should be no restriction.—In the second Adhikararui (Su. 29), the question is— 
Is there entire option in all the ect3qDes of the Jyotistoma ? Or is there any restric¬ 
tion ?—^The Pur-vapaksa is that, according to Su. 28, as there is absolute option at 
the archetype, Jyoti^omay there should be option in the case of all ectypes also.— 
The Siddhdnta is that at the ectypes—specially at the Dvadashdha sacrifijQe—the 
twelve days'* course alone should be adopted.] 



Adhikarana (9): At the ‘ Oavdmayana ’ sacrifice, the 
Initiation should he done before the Full-Moon 
Day of the month of Magha. 

SUTRA (30). 

tPtJBVAPAK^A (A)]—“ It should be done on the Full-Moon Day ; 

THEBE IS NO BESTBICTION AS TO ANY PABTIOULAB FULL-MOON 

Day ; because thebe is no specification.” 

Ehasya. 

In connection with the Oavdmayana we read—‘ Purastdt paurnamdsydh 
chaturahe dlkseran * f* They should proceed with the Initiation on the fourth 
day before the Full-Moon Day ’]. In regard to this, there arises the question 
—^Which Full-Moon Day is meant here ? 

The Purvapakaa view on this point is as follows :—“ It should be done 
on the Full-Moon Day,—there is no restriction as to any particular Full- 
Moon Day.—Why so ?—Because there is no restriction ; i.e. there is no word 
used which would refer to any particular Full-Moon Day.’’ 

StJTRA (31). 

{PCrvapaksa (B)]—‘'But from what follows immediately, it 

SHOULD BE TAKEN AS THE FULL-MoON DaY OF THE MONTH 

OF Chaitba/’ 

Bhdsya. 

The particle "" tu^ (‘but’) serves to set aside the view put forth in the 
preceding Sutra. 

“It is not true that there is no restriction (as to which particular Full- 
Moon Day is meant ); because the Full-Moon Day meant should be that 
of the month of Chaitra. —‘ Why ? ’— From what follows immediately ; 
after having spoken of the Full-Moon Day in the text in question, the 
text goes on, in the next sentence, to describe towards the end of the 
passage, the Full-Moon Day of the month of Chaitra —‘ They should 
initiate the sacrificer on the fourth day before the sacrifice ; this Full-Moon 
Day of the month of Chaitra is the opening season of the ye^r*.—^In view 
of this supplementary text, we conclude that the Full-Moon Day spoken 
of in the text in question must be that of the month of Chaitray —in 
accordance with the principle laid down under Sutra 1. 4. 29—that ‘ In 
doubtful cases, a definite conclusion is arrived at with the help of subsequent 
passages 
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SCTRA (32). 

[SroDHANTA] — In reality, it shoitld be the Fitll-Moon Day of 
THE MONTH OF MAGHA ; BECAUSE OF THE MENTION OF THE 

* Eka^taka \ 

Bhdsya, 

In term ‘m’ (‘in reality*) implies the rejection of the views set forth 
in the preceding Sutras. It is not right to say that it is the Full-Moon Day 
of the month of Chaitra that is meant; because in reality, the particular 
Full-Moon Day meant should be that occurring in the month of Mdgha. — 
“ Why ? ”— Because of the mention of the. Ekd^taJcd ; in connection with 
the Purchase (of the Soma) we find the mention of the jEkdptakd in the 
text ‘ For them the Purchase is effected at the Skdstakd From this it 
follows that the Purchase of the Soma can be done at the Ekdstakd only, 
for the sacrificer who has been initiated on the fourth day before the Full- 
Moon Day of the month of Mdgha, —not on that of the month of Chaitra. 
This is the indicative called ‘ force * (of words) ; and the indicative word 
alwaj^s sets aside what is indicated by Syntactical Connection.—From all 
this it follows that the Full-Moon Day before which the Initiation is done 
is that of the month of Mdgha. 

StJTRA (33). 

[Objection]—‘‘ There are other (Eka^takas) also —if this is 

URGED—[then the answer will be as given in the 

following Sutra]. 

Bhdsya. 

, Says the Opponent—“If you hold the view that ‘the Full-Moon Day 
meant is that of the month of Mdgha, as it is only thus that the Purchase 
of Soma would be accomplished on the Ekdstakd *,—^then, this cannot be 
right; as every eighth day of every month is an ‘ Ekdstakd ’ ; as declared 
in the. text ‘There are twelve Ekdstakds*. Hence what has been urged 
by the Siddhdntin does not affect the Purvapaksa view.” 

SUTRA (34). 

[Answer]—That cannot be ; because the name ‘ Eka^taka ’ is 
applied to the eighth days of the other months, only 
figuratively*; it is only the eighth day of the one 
month of Magha that is directly called ‘ Eka^taka ' 

IN common parlance. 

Bhdsya. 

What has been urged in the preceding Sutra cannot be right; because 
to the eighth days o! the other months the term ‘ Ekdstakd * applies only 
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secondarily (indirectly); primarily it applies to only that which comes after 
the Full-Moon Day of the month of Mdgha ;—^and when there is a conflict 
between the primary and secondary significations of a word, it is the primary 
one that should be accepted. Hence the Full-Moon Day meant must be 
taken to be that of the month ol^Mdgha, 

SOTRA (36). 

Also because the omission of the Initiation is spoken of as beino 

MADE GOOD (bY THE PURCHASE). 

Bhd§ya, 

Says the text (Taitti. Sam. 7. 4. 8. 2)—‘ They should initiate on the 
Skdatakd; this Ehdsfakd is the wife of the Year ’; then having enjoined the 
Initiation on the fourth day before the Full-Moon Day, it goes on—‘ For 
them. Purchase is accomplished on the Ekdapakd, thereby they rectify the 
Ekdstakd *. Here it is declared that, if the Ekdafakd has been omitted at 
the Initiation, it is rectified by the Purchase (of the Soma); which clearly 
shows that it is the Full-Moon Day of the month of Mdglia that is meant. 
In connection with the offering made on this eighth day of Mdgha, we have 
the following Mantra —‘ Ydnjandh pratina/ndanti rdtrln dhenumivdyatim 
samvatsaraaya yd patnl ad no aatu sumangall—iti aatakdyai surddhaa^^ avdhd * 
[‘ Whom people welcome, as they do the milch cow coming home in the 
evening,—she who is the wife of the Year—may she be the harbinger of 
prosperity to us ! this offering is to Aatakd the worshipful!’]. This Mantra 
clearly indicates that the Aatakd meant is the one in the month of Mdgha. 

STJTRA (36). 

Also because plants are described as rising upon its appearance. 

Bhdsya. 

The following text shows tliat plants and herbs shoot forth on tho 
appearance of the Aatakd —‘ Herbs and plants and trees shoot forth on it a 
arrival ’ (Taitti Sam. 7. 4. 8. 3) ;—here we have the mention of the sprouting 
out of trees and herbs on the advent of spring; it is during the spring 
that they sprout ou^). This also shows that the eighth day of Mdgha ia 
meant (which is followed by the spring). 

StiTRA (37). 

All the texts are indicative of this same conclusion. 

Bhdsya. 

(1) The first indicative is the text—‘Those who initiate them on the 
Ekdstakd initiate at an inconvenient time’ (Taitti. Sam. 7. 4. 8. 1); that 
time is called ‘inconvenient’ when people feel imcomfortable; and people 
feel uncomfortable when there is much cold; hence it follows that it is the 
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eighth day of the month of Mdgha that is called the ‘ Aptakd \ (2) The 

second indicative is the text—* Those who initiate on the Apfakd 
initiate at the rotation of the Year ’; here the term * rotation ’ stands for 
the 8xin*s passage from one side of the equator to the other fand this 
takes place in the month of ]\Idghali, —(3) The third indicative is the text 
* They betake themselves to the Pinal Bath, not welcoming the water ; 
if they had been initiated on the Full-Moon Day of the month of Chaitra^ 
they would certainly welcome the water (as the weather becomes warm by 
that time); hence this also shows that it is the Full-Moon Day of the month 
of Mdgha (when it is cold and hence a bath is not very welcome). 



ADHiKAEAijrA (10): If the Initiation is put off, the restric¬ 
tions relating to it should also he put off. 

SUTRA (38). 

[PCrvapak^a]—“ Inasmuch as the time of Initiation is pres¬ 
cribed,—if it is passed over, there should be no putting 
OFF OF such acts AS ARE ESSENTIAL, AS THEIR TIME 
WILL HAVE ARRIVED.” 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Jyoti^tomay we read—‘ Taamdd-dlksito na 
daddti na pachati na juhoti ’ r‘ Therefore on being initiated, one shall not 
make any gifts, nor cook, nor offer oblations 

[At the Jyotiatoma, on the fifth or seventh or eighth day from the day of 
Initiation^ there is Extracting of the Soma-juice ;—after all the three stages of this 
have been finished, there comes the Avahhrtha Balh ; —after which the restrictions 
imposed upon the Initiate, that he shall not make a gift and the rest, cease.] 

In regard to this, there arises the question—^If, on account of some 
obstacle emanating from man or from God, the time of Initiation is passed 
over and the Initiation is put off [and as a necessary consequence the Juice- 
extracting and Avahhrtha Bath also are postponed],—will the making of gift, 
cooking and offering of oblations [i.e. the cessation of the restrictions imposed 
upon the Initiate] also be put off—or not ? 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows r—“ They shall 
not be put off ; because the acts of making gift, cooking and offering libations 
are essential, as is clearly shown by such Vedic texts as ‘ One should offer the 
Agnihotra throughout his life ’ ; and they can be omitted only on those 
days on which the Jyotistorna along with its accessories is laid down as to 
be performed ; so that, barring those days, on all other days, the acts in 
question must bo performed,—as they have not been prohibited in reference 
to the days following those on which the Jyotistorna is to be performed ;— 
hence the acts in question must be performed (they should not be put off), 
because their time will have arrived; [even though for some reason the 
Initiation, etc. might not have been performed, yet the time will have 
arrived all the same ; so that the Agnihotra and such acts must be performed 
even before the Avahhrtha'],^'' 

SUTRA (39). 

[SiddhantaJ—In reality, they should be put off ; because they 

HAVE BEEN PROHIBITED FOB ONE WHO HAS BECOME INITIATED ; 

THE CONDITION REMAINS THE SAME. 

Bhdsya, 

The particle ‘ vd ’ (‘in reality ’) sets aside the Purvapaksa view. 
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It has been held (by the Purvapak^in) that there should be no putting 
off of the acts of making gifts and the rest.—But that is not right; in reality^ 
they shovM he piU off ;—why ?— becatise they have been prohibited for one who 
has become initiated ; i.e. they have been forbidden for the initiate^ —not 
in reference to the time of initiation. If it were taken to mean the latter, 
then it would involve recourse to indirect indication ; while in our explana¬ 
tion, the words are taken in their direct sense. Till the Arabhrtha Bath 
is performed, the man remains an Initiate, So that the condition remains 
the same, i.e., the sole condition for the not-doing of the acts in question is 
that the man is an initiate ; and this is equally present in both cases—during 
the time of the performance of the Jyoti§toma, as well as after the lapse 
of that time. From all this it follows that the acts in question should be 
put off (till after the Avabhrtha Bath), 



Adhikarana ( 11 ): Where the Jyotistoma has been put off, 
the ‘ Retrospective Homas ’ {Pratihomas) shall not 
he performed. 

SOTRA (40). 

In the said case there is no ‘ Retrospective Homa ’ ; just as 
IN the case of the previous Homas. 

Bhdaya. 

In the case (dealt with in the preceding Adhikarand) where the Jyotiapoma 
has been put of! [by reason of the continuance of the restrictions regarding 
not doing the acts of cooking and the rest], the Agniliotra and other Homas 
have not been performed (during the interval),—should the man count the 
omissions and perform the corresponding Retrospective Homas [which have 
been prescribed as expiation for the omission of such essential acts as the 
Agnihoira and the like]—or not ? 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows :—“ The omissions 
should be counted and the corresponding ‘ Retrospective Homas ’ should 
be performed.—Why so ?—-Because the said Homas (of the Agnihotra and 
the rest) have been laid down as acts that must be performed ; so that, even 
when they have been omitted (at the right time), they have to be performed ; 
as it is only thus that their essential character (as acts that must be performed) 
is maintained. But of all those acts, it is only the Principal one that 
is essential; and for the performance of that, much heed need not be paid 
to the time prescribed for it,—the case being like that of the flowing river ; 
hence, even though the prescribed time may have passed off, yet the omitted 
acts should all be counted up and their Principal parts alone should be 
performed. Just as the payment of fooding and wages being essential, 
even when the right time has lapsed, it is all counted up and paid up,— 
similarly in the case in qviestion also.” 

In answer to the above, we have the following Siddhdnta : —In the said 
case there is no ‘ Retrospective Homa \ jvtst as in the case of the previous Homas. 
It is only when one has omitted to do whcU ought to be done that he should 
do it (subsequently),—not when the act omitted is one that ought not to be 
done ;—and in the case in question, the aots (of Agnihotra and the rest) are 
such as ought not to be done (during the interval); because they have been 
forbidden (during that time).— Just as in the case of the previous Homas 
(viz.; those connected with the Pravargya day), \mless there is transgression 
of the prescribed time, the mere fact of their being not done does not entail 
the performance of the ‘ Retrospective Homa \—so should it be also 
in the case of the Homas in question. 
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StJTRA (41). 

Also because the time is the predominant factor. 

Bhd§ya. 

Further, predominance attaches to th^ time ; because it is the time 
that has been declared to be the occasion for the performance of the 
Homaa ;—and so long as the said time has not arrived, the Horna in question 
cannot be treated as enjoined ; even though the Opponent restricts the 
performance to the Principal part only, yet for that also, the time is a 
necessary condition; and the time, resembling a flowing river, having 
flown away, the Retrospective Homa need not be performed. 



Adiukarai^a (12): In a case where the ^ Udavasdnlyd^ 
has been put off, the ‘ Retrospective Kama ’ should 
not performed. 

SUTRA (42). 

Also after the * Avabhbtha Bath till the ‘ UdavasanIya-I^ti ^ 

[IF CERTAIN HoMAS ARE OMITTED, THERE SHOULD BE NO 
‘ Retrospective Homa ’j; because they are 
PROHIBITED acts. 

Ehob^ya, 

The question to be considered next is—After the Avabhrtha Baih^ 
and before the Udavaadnlyd-I^ti, if certain Homaa (like the Agniliotra) 
happen to be omitted by reason of obstacles due to an act of man or God 
(which leads to the putting off of the Udavaadnlyd-I^pi), —should the 
‘ Retrospective Homa ’ be performed—or not ? 

On this question, the Pilrvapakaa view is as follows :—“ The ‘ Retros¬ 
pective Homa * must be performed; because after the Avahhfiha Bath, 
the man has become freed from ‘ Initiation * (and its attendant restrictions); 
because the freeing of the man from the Initiations is the very purpose for 
which the Avahhrtha Bath is performed; and hence after that it becomes 
incumbent upon the man to perform the Homas (of the Agnihotra and the 
rest); and as these have not been performed [it follows that the expiatory 
‘ Retrospective Homa * must be performed].” 

In answer to the above, we have the following Siddhdnta :—After the 
Avahhrtha, and before the Udavaadnlyd-Iati, —if the Homaa have been 
omitted, there should be no ‘ Retrospective Homa *.—” Why ? ”— Because 
they are prohibited acta ; there is a clear prohibition of the Agnihotra and 
other Homaa in the following text—‘ The Agnihotra should be performed 
tlirough this ( Udavaadniyd) lati, which resembles the Fire-laying Rite ’; 
—here there is a distinct prohibition of the Agnihotra prior to the Udavaadniyd. 
la^i ; and this prohibition persists till the time to which the Udavaadniyd 
has been put off. It is only thus that the direct meaning of the text becomes 
accepted ; under any other explanation, recourse would have to be had to 
an indirect indication.—Thus then, being prohibited, those Homaa are such 
as ought not to be done ; and as such, when they have not been done (no 
wrong has been done, and hence) there is no expiatory ‘ Retrospective Homa \ 
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Adhtkarana (13): When the ^Retrospective Homa^ has 
been performed, the performance of the Agnihotra 
and other acts, which had been omitted, 
should commence in the evening. 

SUTRA (43). 

In case the ‘ Retrospective Homa ’ is performed, the Agnihotra 

AND OTHER HOMAS (iN RETROSPECT) SHOULD BE PERFORMED 
IN THE EVENING. 

Ehdsya, 

In regard to the cases cited (in the last two Adhikaranaa), there arises 
the question—In the event of the ‘ Retrospective Homa ’ being performed, 
should the retrospective performance of the Agnihotra and other Homaa 
commence in the evening ? Or in the morning ? 

Queation —“It has been settled that there is to be no ‘Retrospective 
Homa * [How then can this question arise ?].” 

Anawer — We take it for granted that it ia performed, and then proceed 
to discuss the said question ; so that the present is a purely Hypothetical 
Diacvsaion ; and it is introduced here with the view that it may be of use 
in the case of other similar instances. 

On the said question, the Purvapakaa view is that, “there can be no 
restriction, as the performance is necessitated by the needs of the case 
[hence it should bo done whenever the need arises] **. 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta :—If the ‘ Retros¬ 
pective Homa ’ is performed, then that retrospective performance of the 
Agnihotra and other Homaa should commence in the evening.—“ Why so ? ” 
—Because it was with the evening-performance of the Agnihotra and other 
Homaa that their omission began, and hence their retrospective performance 
should commence at the same point and should go on in the same order. 



Adhikaeana (14) : At the ‘ Sodashin Termiwm ’ of the 
Soma-sacrifice, the Retrospective Performance of the 
Agnihotra and the rest should he done in 
the morning. 

SUTRA (44). 

But at the ‘ Sodashin in the morning. 

Bhdsya, 

If the omission of the Homos spoken of in the preceding Adhikararyis 
happen to occur during the J^odashin Terminus (which comes after the 
Agni^toma Terminus) of the Soma-sacrifice,—then there arises the question— 
Is the retrospective performance of the Agnihotra to begin in the evening ? 
Or in the morning ? 

The Purvapakpa view is that—“ it has been explained in the foregoing 
AdhikaroTya that the retrospective performance of the omitted Homos is 
to commence in the evening; and it follows that the same conclusion should 
apply to all cases 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta :—Bui at the J^odkishin, 
in the morni'ng ; that is, at the Sodashin Terminus (which is performed during 
the night), it is the morning performances of the Agnihotra and other Homos 
that become omitted ; hence their retrospective performances also should 
commence with the movximg-Agnihotra, 



An iTTKARATT A ( 16 ): The Homa to he 'performed on ‘ breakage ’ 
and »uch other contingencies is auxiliary to the 
Darsha-Pur^mdsa. 

StJTRA (45). 

[PtJBVAPAKSA]—“T he expiation should be pbbfobmed in all oases 

WHEBE THE OCCASION ABISES ; THE DEFECT (SOUGHT TO BE 
BECTIFIED BY THE EXPIATION) APPLIES EQUALLY TO ALL.*’ 

Bhd§ya. 

In connection with the Dareha-Puriianidsa, we read —" Bhinne jvhoti, 
skanne juhoti ’ [‘ One should offer Homa when there is breakage; one should 
offer Homa when there is spilling 

In regard to this, there arises the question—Is this expiation consequent 
upon Breakage or Spilling to be performed at the Darsha-Purnamdaa only ? 
Or in all oases, wherever there is Breakage or Spilling ? 

On this question, the Purvapakea view is as follows:—“ Whatever 
expiation is prescribed in any context should be performed wherever there 
is any Breakage or Spilling, —Why ?— Because the defect applies equally to 
all ; the contingency under which the expiation is to be performed is the 
common one of Breakage or Spilling ; and this is what is meant to be the 
‘defect’ spoken of here,—Through ‘Context’, the expiation should pertain 
to the Barsha-Purrw/mdea only, but through ‘Syntactical Connection’, it 
pertains to other sacriffces also ; and ‘ Syntactical Connection ’ is more autho¬ 
ritative than ‘ Context ’.—Hence it follows that the expiation is to be 
performed in all cases of Breakage or Spilling.^'* 

SUTRA (46). 

[SiDDHANTA]- It SHOULD BE IN THE SAME CONTEXT ; BECAUSE THE 

WOBD IS THE SOLE BASIS FOR IT. 

Bhdsya, 

It is only when there is Breakage or Spilling in the same context that the 
expiation is to be performed.—Why ?— Because the word is the sole basis 
for it. The (expiatory) Ho7na8 in question are syntactically connected with 
what occurs in the same context; hence it is that the word * yaj&a ’ 
(‘should sacrifice’) forms the basis for the notion of the sacrifice accom¬ 
panied by the Homa in question. Such being the case, the Homa can serve 
a useful purpose only if it helps that particular sacrifice (in whose context 
it is spoken of); otherwise, a result would have to be assumed, where there 
is no sentence speaking of such a result. For this reason, the indication of 
‘ Syntactical Connection * becomes rejected by this very fact of there being 
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no result (following from the expiation if performed apart from the Darsha^ 
PHriyimdaa) ; and on the basis of this fact, due regard should be shown 
towards the indication of the * Context * [and the Expiatory Homa should 
be taken as connected with the Daraha-PunyimdM only]. 

StJTIlA (47). 

Also beoaxjsb the other acts are not modxfioations 
(Eotypbs) of that. 

Bhd^ya. 

Either the Agnihotra or the Jyotiepoma (or such other sacrifices) is not a 
* modification * (Bctype) of the Daraha-Pun^mdaa. If they were Ectypes 
of the DaraJwt^PiXriyimdaa, then, on the breakage or the apiUing occurring at • 
that sacrifice also, the Expiatory Homa in question would have been per¬ 
formed. 



Adhikaratja (16) : The meaning of the term vyapanna\ 

‘ spoilt 

SCTRA (48). 

When the ‘ vyapanna ’ substance is spoken of as to be thbowk 

INTO WATBB, WHAT SHOULD BE UNDEBSTOOD BY THE WORD 
IS THAT ‘ IT IS UNFIT TO BE EATEN BY ArYAS 

Bhd§ya. 

We read—‘ Vydpannamapsu praharati * [‘ What is spoilt, one should 
throw into water * ]. • 

The question that arises is—What is meant by a thing being spoilt ? 
The answer to that is that a thing is called ‘ vydpanna \ ‘ spoilt when it 
is vitiated, rendered defective, by some action.—“ What is it that is so 
apoiU ? ”—^That thing is called ‘ spoilt ’ wliich is unfit for being eaten by 
Aryas, such as what is vitiated by the presence of hair or an insect, or 
polluted by some other polluting circumstance. 



Adhikabana (17): Even when there are several simultaneous 
^ disconnections % the Expiatory Rite should he performed, 

SUTRA (49). 

[PtJBVAPAK^A]-“ In the CASE OF SIMULTANEITY (OF SEVERAL DISOON- 

InEOTIONS), THE EXPIATION SHOULD NOT BE PERFORMED ; AS THE 
DECLARATION SPEAKS OF A SEPARATE DISCONNECTION,'’ 

Bhdsya, 

Qvsation : In a case where there is disconnection between the Prastotr 
and the Udgdtr, as also between the Udgdtr and the Pratihartf (at one and 
the same time),—should the prescribed expiation be performed or not ? 

[At the morning juice-extraction, when the Priests are going to recite the 
Bahispavamdna Hymn, they go out of the House in a line, one following the other 
and catching hold of the end of his loin-cloth ; if any one of them loses hold of 
the cloth of the other, there is a break in the line; this is what is meant by 
* Disconnection ’;—and the expiation laid down for this disconnection is that—(1) 
if the Udgdtr happen to let go the other’s cloth, then the sacrifice should be 
finished then and there and no sacrificial fees should be paid ; and (2) if the line 
be broken by the Pratihartf, then, at that same performance, one should give away 
his ‘ entire property The question that arises is that, when the line is broken 
by both these priests, should, or should not, the prescribed expiation be performed ?] 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows :—“ In the case 
of simultaneity, the expiation should not he performed, —^Why ?—Because the 
declaration speaks of a separate disconnection ; what the texts lay down is an 
expiation on a separate disconnection. The ‘ disconnection ’ in the case in 
question is brought about by two persons, while what the text speaks of 
is the expiation when the disconnection is brought about by only one person,— 
either the Udgdtr or the Pratihartr; —^that disconnection which is brought 
about by one man along with another man is not ‘ brought about by one 
man * ; if it were done by one man, then it would be done by him ; what 
would be there to be done by the other man ?—^From all this it follows 
that when two priests become disconnected at one and the same time, there 
is to be no expiation.” _ 

SUTRA (50). 

[Siddhanta]—In reality, there should be expiation, because 

THE CONTINGENCY HAS OCCURRED ; IT IS ONLY THE TIME 
THAT IS ONE AND THE SAME. 

Bhdsya, 

In reality, the expiation should be performed even in the case of simulta¬ 
neity ; because in that case also, the contingency has occurred,—in the 
shape of the disconnection, of the Udgdtr and that of the Pratihartr. In a 
ceise where there is disconnection of two persons, both are disconnected,— 
one as well as the other ; because ‘ disconnection ’ is only the separation of 
two persons who have been together ; and it subsists in both the persons 
also ; as the separation is done by one independently of the other ; and so 
also by this other (independently of the former).— It is only the time that is 
one and the same ; and the sameness of the time does not make the two dis¬ 
connections the same.—From all this it follows that even in a case whero 
there are simultaneous disconnections, the expiation should be performed. 



Abhekarana ( 18 ): In the case of simultaneous disconnect 
tionSy there should he option between ‘ no Sacrificial 
Fee ’ and ‘ the Entire Property as the Fee \ 

StJTRA (51). 

On account of the two being mutually contbadiotoby, 

THEBE SHOULD BE OPTION. 

Bhd§ya. 

In a case where there is disconnection of both the Udgdtf and the Prati- 
hartr, there arises the question—[There being two courses laid down, (1) 
the finishing of the sacrifice without paying any Sacrificial Fee and (2) finishing 
it with one’s entire property as the Sacrificial Fee]—should there be an option 
between * No Fee * and * Entire Property as Fee ’ ? Or should it be both 
together ? 

To this question, the natural answer is that the two courses being 
nwUuaU/y contradictory, there should he option ; that is, the two courses laid 
down are inconsistent with one another,—in one case no fee being given, 
and in the other, one’s erUire property being given; hence there should be 
option. 

SOTRA (52). 

[Objection]— In fact, both the coubsbs could be adopted 

IN DIFFEBENT PEBFORMANCES.” 

Bhdsya, 

The term ‘ vd ’ (‘in fact ’) sets a^side the view set forth above. 

“It is not right that there should be option ; because both the courses 
are equally enjoined ; it is only thus that the declaration of the entire pro¬ 
cedure including all the details becomes followed. If there were an option, 
in one case one alternative would be rejected. Renee both the courses 
should be adopted together.—As for the argument that ‘ on account of the 
two courses being mutually contradictory, there should be option —our 
answer is that both the courses could be adopted in different performances j 
it is for this reason that the injunctive term ‘ should sacrifice * has been 
repeated twice; so that when action would be taken in accordance with one 
injunctive word, one course {no fee) would be adopted,—and when the action 
would be taken in accordance with the other word, the other course (erUire 
property as fee) would be adopted. In this manner, there would be no 
inconsistency.—^For this reason, both the expiations should be performed.” 
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SUTRA (63). 

[AnSWBB]—^Not so ; AS ONLY ONE COTJBSB CAN BE ADOPOPED 
AT ONE TIME. 

Bh&§ya, 

It cannot be ets has been suggested.—^Why ?—Because only one course can 
he adopted at one time. In fact, the same sacrifice would have to be repeated 
over again, if, in the event of either of the two courses being not adopted, 
the sacrifice were regarded as defective; in that caee, in the event of the 
entire property being given away, the sacrifice would be defective, as the 
course of ‘ no fee ’ would not have been adopted ; the adopting of one course 
cannot imply the following of the other course. Then again, the ‘ giving 
of no fee* and the ‘giving away of the entire property* do not constitute 
the principal factors ; it is the sacrifice which would become connected with 
the performance equipped with accessory details (like the Sacrificial Fee and 
the rest). 

From all this, it follows that there should be option between the two 
courses. 



Adhikarana (19) : In a case where the two Disconnections 
occur on€ after the other, the Expiation performed 
should he the one laid dovm in connection with 
the later Disconnection. 

SUTRA (54). 

In the case of one (Disconnection) coming after the other, the 

FORMER IS WEAKER,—^AS IN THE CASE OF THE ORIGINAL 

Primary. 

Bkdsya, 

The question that arises next is—In a case where the Disconnections 
occur consecutively, is the expiation to be performed to be that contingent 
upon the former Disconnection ? Or that contingent upon the latter ? 

On this question, the Purvapakm view is as follows :—“ Greater regard 
should bo paid to the former one; i.e. when the former Disconnection 
has occurred, and the performance of the expiation contingent upon it 
has become necessary,—so long as it is there, one cannot do anything in¬ 
compatible with it; in fact, what is incapable of being done can never form 
the object of an injunction ; and there can be no doubt that it is the recogni¬ 
tion of the former Disconnection that comes first. For this reason, if there 
were something to be done which would not interfere with it, there would be 
nothing wrong in that being done.—‘ But where would the other alternative 
be adopted ? ’—^In a case where the second Disconnection would occur 
alone by itself.—From all this it follows that greater regard should be paid 
to the former.” 

In answer to the above, we have the following Siddhdnta :—^In the 
case of one Disconnection coming after the other, the former is weaker, —^Why ?— 
Whenever a verb speaks of something to be done, there is the concomitant 
notion that ‘ it should be done in the way it can be done *. In the case in 
question, what is to be done can be done only in the way of rejecting what 
is due to the former contingency, not in any other way. Hence the text in 
question must be taken to mean that * the expiation to be performed should 
be one eidopted after the rejection of that contingent upon the former Dis¬ 
connection *. 

Says the Opponent—“ As soon as the conception of the former expiation 
appears, it followrs that any other conception to the contrary must be wrong 

Reply —^But so long as the second conception has not actually appeared, 
it cannot be pointed out that ‘ it is so and so Nor is it true that the 
first conception cannot appear xmtil the second one has been denied; 
consequently the conception that is yet to come cannot be taken as denied 
by the first conception. When the second conception does actually 
appear, it can appear only as rejecting the former conception; and thus 
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being itself rejected, the first conception cannot set aside the second con¬ 
ception ;—just 08 in the case of the original Primary ; that is, in the perform¬ 
ance of the Ectypes, the details appertaining to the original Primary Sacrifice 
are set aside by those appertaining to the Ectype itself; and here too, the 
reason is the same (as the one we have put forward above),—namely, that 
the conception of what appertains to the Ect57pe cannot appear without 
setting aside the previous conception of what appertains to the original 
Primary Sacrifice. And it is the conception of the accessory appertaining 
to the original Primary that should be taken as appearing first; because 
the performance of the Ect 5 rpe stands in need of the knowledge of the 
original Primary.—“ But in this case, what appertains to the Ectype sets 
aside what appertains to the original Primary, on the groimd that, while 
the former is directly declared (in a Vedic text), the latter can find room 
in the performance of the Ectype only indirectly through Inference (based 
upon the General Law that ‘ the Ectype should be performed in the manner 
of the original Primary’).”—But as a matter of fact, even though directly 
declared, it could not set aside the other, if the meaning of the verb were 
not as we have explained above. Even though the conception of What 
pertains to the original Primary would be there, it would be set aside in 
the performance of the Ectype, simply because it could not be adopted. 

From all this it follows that it is only reasonable that the latter con¬ 
ception should be regarded as more authoritative# 



ADHiKABA3yA‘ (20): Even when the Disconnection is that of 
the ‘ Udgdtr \ the Entire Property should he given 
05 the Sacrificial Fee. 

StJTRA (65). 

If the Udgat^ happen to be the last, then at the second 

PEBFOBMANOE OF THE SAOBIFIOE, THE ENTIBB PbOPBBTY 
SHOULD BE GIVEN AWAY ; AS IN THE OTHER. 

Bha4ya. 

In a case where the Disconnection of the Pratihartr conies first and 
then that of the Udgdtf ,—as an expiation of the latter Disconnection, the 
performance of the sacrifice should be finished at that same point without 
any Sacrificial Fee, and then the second performance of the sacrifice should 
be taken up.—^In regard to this latter performance, there arises the question— 
At this second performance, what should be the Sacrificial Fee ? Should 
it be 112 (gold pieces; which is the Fee prescribed for the sacrifice under 
normal conditions) ? Or the Entire Property (which is the Fee payable 
in cases where there is Disconnection of the Pratihartr) ? 

On this question, the Purvapak^a view is as follows:—“ It should be 
a hundred and twelve.—^Why ?—^It is thxis declared—‘ At that performance, 
one should give what one had intended to give at the previous performance *; 
and at the previous performance, the Sacrificial Fee payable was the one 
that has been prescribed for the normal Jyotiffoma (which is 112); hence 
it follows that at the second performance (which would be the normal 
performance), the Fee should be 112.” 

In answer to this, we have the following SiddJidntax —At the second 
performance, one shoiild give away the entire property, — a» in the other — 
i.e. as on the previous day, the entire property would have been given away. 
—“ Why should the entire property have been given away on the previous 
day ? ”—^In consequence of the disconnection of the Pratihartf ; at the dis¬ 
connection of the Pratihartr (which had taken place on the previous day, 
prior to the disconnection of the Udgdtr), the Fee * intended to be given ’ 
most have been ‘the entire property’, in supersession of the 112 (the 
normal fee prescribed for the Jyotistoma), —“ But on the previous day, he 
had intended to pay 112 also (the normal fee).”—^True; but by the giving 
away of the ‘entire property’, that (112) also becomes given away (as 
part of the ‘ Entire Property ’); hence it is the * Entire Property ’ that 
should be taken as ‘ what was intended to be given on the previous day ’.— 
“But it is possible that one’s ‘entire property’ may be less than 112.”— 
Not so; when the normal fee is 112, the ‘entire property’ must be more 
than that.—^Then again, on the previous day, the man could not have 
intended to give 112 ;—that alone is said to be ‘ intended to be given away ’ 
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which is actiially given away subsequently;—and 112 is not actually given 
away on the previous day;—Whence that cannot be regarded as * intended 
to be given away *. If there were such a notion, it would be entirely false ; 
while we have to deal with what is absolutely true. 

“ The ‘ entire property * also has been precluded (by the ‘ no fee ’ 
consequent upon the subsequent disconnection of the Udgdi/f ); hence that 
also cannot be regarded as ‘ intended to be given * ; and such a notion 
would be entirely false.” 

Not so, we reply. The performance of the Jyoti§itom<i that we are 
considering is that which is accompanied by a repetition (due to the dis¬ 
turbance caused by the disconnections and the consequent expiations) ; 
and while it is true that in the first performance, the giving away of the 
entire property is precluded as being inconsistent with the ‘ no fee —yet, 
in the second performance, the giving away of the entire property is actually 
enjoined ; and in this there is no inconsistency ; because it is practically 
the same performance of the same sacrifice,—and at this same was the 
Pratihartr disconnected;—hence ‘the entire property’ precludes the 112, 
and becomes ‘ what is intended to be given —From all this it follows that 
in the case in question, the entire property is to be given away. 



ADHEKABAijrA (21): If there is ‘ disconnection ’ at the 
‘ Ahargaryx sacrifices all the sacrifices do not have 
to he repeated^ 

SOTRA (66). 

Ik connection with the ‘ Ahargana * sacrifices, that one sacrifice 

ALONE HAS TO BE REPEATED DURING THE PERFORMANCE OF 

WHICH THE ‘ Disconnection ’ has occurred ; 

BECAUSE each OF THE SACRIFICES IS 
A DISTINCT ACT. 

Bhdsya. 

There is a set of sacrifices (Dvadaahdha and the rest) which are called 
by the collective name ‘ Ahargana * ; during the performance of this set of 
sacrifices, if, on any day, the ‘ disconnection ’ of the JJdgdtr occurs [and as 
a consequence, the performance is finished at that same point without any 
sacrificial fee, and the performance of the sacrifice has to be repeated],— 
there arises the question—At the second performance, should the entire 
set of sacrifices be repeated ? Or only the one at which the disconnection 
has taken place ? 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows ;—“ The entire 
set of sacrifices should bo repeated ;—why ?—because the entire set becomes 
defective by reason of the non-performance of the sacrifices that would have 
followed the point at which the disconnection took place ; hence the entire 
set should bo repeated.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta :—That alone should 
be repeated at which the disconnection has occurred. —Why ?— Because each 
of the sacrifices (making up the ‘ Ahargana ’) is a distinct act ; that is, each 
sacrifice stands by itself, and no one sacrifice is auxiliary to another. Then 
again, the word in the text is ‘ ispvd *, which means ‘ having completed the 
sacrifice ’,—^not ‘ the sacrifice along with its auxiliaries ’ ; the other sacrifices 
of the set, which would help in the entire performance, are already there, 
and will accord the required help. Hence only that one has to be repeated 
(during which the disconnection has taken place). 


End of Pdda v of Adhydya VI, 



ADHYAYA VI. 

PADA VI. 

Adhikarana (1): At the ^ Satra^ all the sacrificers should 
he such as belong to the same ‘ Kalpa \ 

SCTRA (1). 

In a case where several persons join together in sacrutoing, 

THEY SHOULD ALL BELONG TO THE SAME ‘ KaLP A AS IT IS 
ONLY THUS THAT THERE WILL BE FREEDOM FROM DEFECT ; 

AS IN THE CASE OF THE ORIGINAL PRIMARY SACRIFICE. 

Bhdsya. 

Satraa are the subject-matter of the present discussion; these are 
spoken of in such texts as— (a) ‘ Saptadaahdvarah satramdslran * [‘At least 
seventeen persons should take part in the Satra*"]; —(6) ‘ Ya evamvidvdrhsah 
satramdsate ’ [‘ Those who knowing thus imdertake the Satra ’] ;—(c) ‘ Ya 
evamvldvdmsah satrainupayantV [‘Those who knowing this have recourse 
to the Satra ’]. 

In regard to these Satras^ there arises the following question—Are 
persons belonging to the same Kalpa and those belonging to several Kalpaa 
entitled to join together for the performance of a Satra ? Or must they 
all belong to the same Kalpa ? 

Question —“ What is the meaning of persons ‘ belonging to the same 
Kalpa ’ ? ” 

Answer —There is a rule to the effect that—‘ The Ndrdsharhsa should 
bo the second Praydja for persons belonging to the following gotras — 
Rdjanya, Atri, Badhryashva, Vasiatlxa^ Vainya^ SMinaka^ Kanva^ Kashyapa 
and Sankrti ; and it should be the Tanunapdt for others *.—According to 
this rule, some persons (those mentioned first) belong to the ‘ Ndrdshamsa- 
Kalpa while ‘others’, belong to the ‘ Tanunapdt-Kalpa \ 

To the question propounded above, the natural answer that suggests itself 
is that—In a case where several sacrificers join together, those alone should 
undertake the Satra who belong to the same Kalpa, —Why so ?— Because 
it is only thus that there will he freedom from defect ; otherwise, the performance 
would be defective for that man whose Kalpa would not be followed in the 
performance; [that is, if some of the seventeen belong to the Ndrdsharhsa- 
Kalpa and the rest to the Tandnapdt-Kalpa^ then in the performance of 
the second Praydja, if the Ndrdsharhsa is adopted, the performance becomes 
defective to that extent, for those of the sacrificers whose second Praydja 
should be the Tarmnapdt] ;—and just as in the case of the original Primary 
Sacrifice {Jyotispoma), unless the performance is free from defects, the 
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desired result is not obtained^ so also in the case in question, the proper 
result would not follow (when the performance is defective). 

SCTRA (2). 

[P0RVAPAK§IN*S ARGUMENT]—“ In FACT, ON THE STRENGTH OF DIRECT 

DBOIiARATION (EVEN PERSONS OF DIFFERENT ‘ KaLPAS ’ MAY 
JOIN TOGETHER),—^AS IN THE CASE OF THE HeAD [OR 

THE ‘ Ashira * Curd]/' 

Bhd§ya, 

The term ‘ vd ’ (‘in fact ’) rejects the view set forth above. 

“It is not correct to say that persons belonging to diverse ‘ Kal/pae ’ 
are not entitled to join together (in the performance of a Satra) ; in fact, they 
also are perfectly entitled.—‘ How so ? ’—Because it is open to all men, 
without any distinction, to be performers of the sacrifice, and there is no 
prohibition regarding persons belonging to diverse ‘ Kalpas \ —‘ It has been 
pointed out that if persons of diverse Kalpas join together, then the per¬ 
formance becomes defective (for some of them).’—Our answer to this is that, 
even so, it should be permissible on the strength of the direct declaration; the 
general injunction includes all persons—also those belonging to diverse 
Kalpas, Under the circumstances, the defectiveness would be set aside, as in 
the case of the Head ; that is, there is the injunction that ‘ one should 
place the human head ’ (Taitti. Sam. 6. 2. 9. 2). and this touching of the 
heads of dead bodies, even though forbidden in Smftisy is done on the 
strength of the direct declaration [without incurring any sin or defect); 
and it should be the same in the case in question also; [i.e. even persons 
belonging to diverse Kalpas should be admitted on the strength of the 
general injunction, and this should not be the cause of any defectiveness in 
the performance]. 

“ Or we may read ‘ dshiravat ’ (in place of ‘ shirovat in the Sutra), The 
meaning in this case would be as follows :—There is the injimction that 
«at the j^tapeya one should live on Clarified Butter ’,—for the purpose 
of obtaining this Clarified Butter a cow is brought over, milked, and sent 
away ; and then, for the securing of the Ashira-Curd (needed for cleaning 
the Soma), they bring in another cow, on the strength of a direct declara¬ 
tion ;—'in the same manner, in the case in question also, the admission of 
persons of diverse Kalpas might be permitted on the strength of the direct 
declaration.” _ 

SUTRA (3). 

[Answer]—It cannot be so ; because the declaration 
IS not in reference to anything. 

Bhd§ya. 

It has been argued that—‘ persons belonging to diverse Kalpas also are 
entitled to join together in the Satra * ; but this is not right; in fact, only 
persons belonging to the same Kalpas can be so entitled.—^Why so ?— 
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Because it is only thus that there can be freedom from defectiveness, —It has 
been argued that “ even though defective, the sacrifice would be regarded 
as duly accomplished, on the strength of the direct declaration —But 
that cannot be ; because the declaration is not in reference to anything. On 
the strength of a declaration, only that much can be assumed without which 
assumption the declaration remains meaningless; in case the declaration 
(regarding the performance of Satras) had been made in reference to persons 
belonging to diverse Kalpas, then, with a view to save the declaration from 
becoming meaningless, it might be assumed that persons belonging to diverse 
Kalpas also may join in the performance of the Satra, As a matter of 
fact, however, the declaration in question has not been made in reference 
to persons belonging to diverse Kalpas ; and this declaration would serve a 
useful purpose if taken in reference to persons belonging to the same 
Kalpa, From all this it follows that persons belonging to diverse Kalpas 
are not entitled to join together (for the performance of Satras), 

StJTRA (4). 

[Objection]—They should be entitled ; because it is fob the 
PURPOSES OF the SACRIFICE, - ^LIKE THE UdUMBARA ’’ 

Post. 

Bhdsya. 

“ Persons belonging to diverse Kalpas should be entitled to join together 
at the Satra, —^Why ?—-Because the Kalpa is for the purposes of the sacrifice ; 
i.e. for persons belonging to the Vashi^tha and other gotras the 'Ndrdshamsa- 
Kalpa is only a means for the accomplishment of the sacrifice ;—and the 
act of sacrifice is common to all persons; so that, even when it is accom¬ 
plished by means of another’s Kalpa, it is accomplished all the same for 
all men. Just as, when it is laid down that ‘ Having made the Udumhara 
Post of the same height as the sacrificer, they cover it up ’,—by whosoever’s 
height the Post is measured, the sacrifice performed with that post becomes 
accomplished for all other sacrificers also.—^The Siddhdntin might argue thus— 
‘ [When the text lays down the Ndrdshamsa as the second Praydja for certain 
performers] the Syntactical Connection connects that Praydja with certain 
particular persons (not with all); and this would set aside the fact of its 
being for the purposes of the sacrifice (and hence pertaining to all persons),— 
which fact is indicated only by CorUext [and Context is weaker than Syntactical 
Connection^ —It is not so, we reply ; because if that were so, then a result 
would have to be assumed.—‘ But in the other case also, it is necessary to 
assume a transcendental result.’—^To that our answer is aa follows—True, 
ft has to be assumed; but it is assixmed, in that case, on the strength of the 
actual declaration of the entire procedure being taken to be syntactically 
connected as * one sentence ’ ; while in the other case, the declaration also 
would have to be assiimed, and then the Syntactical Connection with it.— 
It might be argued that ‘ it might be syntactically connected with some 
declaration found somewhere in the Veda —Even so, the Syntactical 
29 
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Connection, so assumed, being with a sentence out of the Context and far 
removed,—would be far more complicated than that based upon the declara¬ 
tion in the same Context.** 

SUTRA (5). 

[Answer]—That cannot be ; as that (Kalpa) is the 

PREDOMINANT FACTOR. 

Bhdsya. 

What has been asserted above is not possible ; as that is the 'predominant 
factor ; i.e. the Kalpa in question is something that subserves the purposes 
of the Man.—“ How so ? **—For persons belonging to the Vashistha and 
other gotras, the Ndrdsharhsa (as the second Praydja) forms an integral 
part of the sacrifice; and when, for any man, something is an integral part 
of the sacrifice, that sacrifice accomplishes its results for him only when it is 
associated with that something ; hence the sentence should be construed 
to mean that, for persons belonging to the Vashi^thci gotra, the sacrifice 
accomplishes its results only when it is associated with the Ndrdahamsa. 

SUTRA (6). 

As REGARDS THE * UdUMBARA PoST IT SUBSERVES THE PURPOSES 
OF SOMETHING ELSE,—LIKE THE PaN. 

Bhd§ya, 

It has been argued (by the Punnpaksin) that “ as in the case of the 
Udumbara Postj so it should be in the present case also ”.—But as a matter 
of fact, the Udumbara Post subserves the purposes of something else ; and 
the sacrificer is found to be declared as an accessory (to the Post, as supplying 
a measure for its height).—“ But in the case of the Post also, the declaration 
of the entire procedure might indicate the predominance of the man 
(sacrificer).*’—That does not affect our position. In the case of the Post, 
if it has been measured by the height of one sacrificer, it becomes ‘ a post 
measured by the sacrificer’s height *, for all men ; while in the case in question, 
the ‘ Kalpa * adopted by one sacrificer does not become adopted by all.— 
It is in this sense that the Post is subservient to the purposes of something 
else,— like the Pan ; i.e. just as when it is declared that ‘ With the Cake-pan 
they winnow the husks*, the husks are understood as to have been win¬ 
nowed by means of the Pan which is really meant for something else (the 
baking of the Cake),—in the same manner in the case of the Post also. 

SUTRA (7). 

[Objection]—“ It could be done by another also ”,—if this be 
URGED [then the answer would be as given in the 
next Sutra], 

Bhdsya, 

If you urge the following argument—“ The measuring of the Post is 
done by the sacrificer ; this purpose can be served by the sacrificer at a certain 
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sacrifice by himself, or by another sacrificer ; so that the measuring could 
be done by the sacrificer of another performance also,”—[then our answer 
is as follows]— 

SUTRA (8). 

[Answer]—That cannot be ; as there is only one sacrificer spoken 

OF ; THE OTHER HAS NOTHING TO DO WITH IT ; AND THERE IS 
NOTHING TO QUALIFY THE WORD. 

Bhdsya. 

Our answer is as follows—The sacrificer of another performance cannot 
come in (as supplying the measure of the height of the Post). There is 
nothing to qualify the term ‘ sacrificer with the help of which there could 
be any restriction (as to which sacrificer is meant); but this much is certain 
that only one sacrificer is meant; so that the ‘ work to bo done by the 
sacrificer ’ cannot be done by two persons ; and hence no other sacrificer 
can bo brought in.—Says the Opponent :—“ The one man may be some 
other sacrificer, who will do all that is to he done hy the Sacrificer.'" —That 
cannot be so ; because the entire declaration of the sacrifice along with its 
accessories is addressed to the person who desires the results expected to 
follow from that sacrifice. Further, in regard to the measuring of the 
Udumbara Post, the word ‘ sacrificer * has not been qualified in any way ; 
hence no other sacrificer can come in. 

SUTRA (9). 

[Objection]—‘‘ But, inasmuch as there is a combination (of 

PERSONS belonging TO DIVERSE ‘ KaLPAS ’), THE CONTINGENCY 
CEASES, BECAUSE WHAT IS LAID DOWN IS SPECIFICALLY IN 
REGARD TO THE PERFORMANCE BEING BY PERSONS OF THE 

VaSH1§THA-GOTRA only ;- just AS THERE IS IN THE 

CASE of’THE ‘ BrHAT ’ AND ‘ RaTHANTARA 

Bhdsya. 

The particle "^tu" (‘but’) implies the rejection of the view set forth 
above. 

“ In the case of there being several sacrificers, there is a combination 
of persons belonging to diverse Kalpas, and hence the contingency ceases ; — 
why ?— because what is laid down is specifically in regard to the' performance 
being hy persons of the Vashistha-gotra only ; i.e. at such a performance the 
use of the Ndrasharhsa (as the second Praydja) is contingent, —and in another 
case (where the performance is by persons of other gotras), the use of the 
Tanunapdt (as the second Praydja) is contingent. Now in a case where both 
these persons are performing the sacrifice jointly, the performance cannot 
be accomplished by either of them singly ; hence no one of them is the 
performer in this case ;—so that, if the person belonging to the Vashistha- 
gotra alone is not the only performer, then what is contingent upon that 
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being the case (e.g. the use of the Ndrdahamaa) cannot be done ; nor that 
which is contingent upon the other condition (of the performer belonging 
to a gotra other than Vaahiatha) ;—each of these nullifying the other.— 
Jmt aa in the case of the ^BfhaV and ^ Rathantara'"; that is, when the text 
declares that ‘ the Brhat-Rathantara Pfstha should be used then what is 
intended to be accomplished cannot be accomplished by the use of either 
the Brhat alone or the Raihantara alone ; as in that case, neither the Brhat 
alone nor the Rathantara alone is the condition laid down.—Similar are the 
circumstances attending upon the case we are considering.” 

SOTRA (10). 

In beality, the connection being with the performance as a 

WHOLE, IT follows THAT THERE SHOULD BE NO CESSATION ,* 
SPECIALLY BECAUSE HE IS RELATED TO IT AS THE 

‘Master ’. 

Bhdaya, 

The phrase ‘ api vd' (‘in reality ’) implies the rejection of the view set 
forth in the preceding Sutra, 

To the performance aa a whole^ each single person is related only as a 
performer ;—hence there should be no cessation of the contingent details.— 
“ But how can there be a performance of the act aa a whole ? ” —Because he 
is related to it aa the ‘ Master * ; the persons belonging to the Vashi^tha 
and other gotraa^ —by themselves,—^are related to the act as ‘ Master ’ ; the 
act is beneficial to men ; and as such, it can bring its fruit to each of them; 
thus it is that each of the persons would be the ‘ performer ’ of the act;— 
and consequently, all the details contingent upon such a person being the 
‘ performer ’ should come in.—Just as in the case of the declaration ‘ give 
this to Tunda’s mother % the thing is given to her, even though she is the 
mother of both TuTida and Dapittka (and not of '^unda only) ; And this 
on the ground that the whole of her is the mother of Twnda^ and her 
motherhood is not distributed (in parts) between her sons. The case we 
are considering is .similar to the o^se cited.—From all this it follows that 
persons belonging to div'erse ‘ Kalpas ’ are not entitled to join in the Satra. 

SUTRA (11). 

In the case of the two Samans (Brhat and Rathantara), their 

CONNECTION IS WITH A PART OF THE ACT, DUB TO ITS PROLONGA¬ 
TION ; HENCE THEY COME TO BE RELATED AS ACCESSORIES ; 

IT IS FOR THIS REASON THAT IN THAT CASE THERE 

IS EXCLUSION. 

Bhd§ya. 

It has been argued that “ the present case should be dealt with like 
the case of the BrhcU and Rathantara Sdmana —^This has got to be refuted.— 
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Aa regards the two Sdmana, Brhat and Baihantaray they are connected with a 
part of the action due to the contingent prolongation of the performance ; 
so that, in that case, both the Samana, not one of them, are the means of 
aK5Complishing the act. The connection of the Sdmana is with q part of 
the Hymn,—not with the entire H^Tnn ; and the Sdman is spoken of here as 
a subordinate accessory, the H 5 min being the predominant factor; hence it 
is dnly natural that in this case there should be exclusion. 



Adhikarana (2); To the performance of the ‘ Kuldya- 
sacrifice \ the King and his Family-Priest are 
both jointly entitled^ even though they belong to 
different ‘ Kalpas \ 

SUTRA (12). 

[PCrvapaksa]— It is one person qualified by duality ; hence 

THEY SHOULD BELONG TO ONE ; AS IN THE CASE OF 
THE Hand.’' 

Bhdsya. 

There is the text—‘ Etena rdjapurohitau sdyujyakdmau yajeydtdm ’ 
[‘ Desiring absorption, the King-Fainily-Priest should perform this (Kuldya) 
sacrifice 

In regard to this, there arises the question—“ Who are the persons 
meant ?—The two FatTiily-Pticsts of the King ? Or the King and his Family- 
Priest ? 

On this question, the Purvapakaa view is as follows :—“ The two Family- 
Priests of the King are meant.-—How ?—The I^ual ending appears at the end 
of the term ‘ purohita ’ (farnily-priost), and as such it can only signify the 
duality of what is denoted by that term ;—it is the Family-Priest who is 
directly denoted by that term, not the King ;—because the term ‘ purohita * 
can denote the Purohita (Priest) only; while it is only through indirect 
indication of both the persons simultaneously being the substratum of 
duality that the Dual ending could take in the King also.—Rut one King 
coTild not have two Family-Priests ; because the injunction regarding the 
Priest is in the form should appoint the priest {* Purohitam vrnlta^)^ where 
the singular number attached to the Predicate must be regarded to be 
significant.* The answer to this is that, what we have suggested would bo 
povssible on the strength of the Direct Declaration (where the term ‘ puro- 
hitau actually appears with the Dual ending) ; and what is there that 
could not be regularised by Direct Declaration ? It is for this reason that 
two Priests should be understood to be spoken of.—Just as in the case of the 
declaration Ahjahnd juhoti ’ (‘ Offers the oblation with joined hands *), 
the two hands of the same person are understood to be meant, though, 
ordinarily, it is not right for the left hand to be used for this purpose 
[yet, when the text declares in so many words that the oblation is offered 
by the two hands, the use of the left hand becomes regularised ;—in the 
same manner, in the case in question, though, ordinarily, it is not possible 
for a King to have two priests, yet, when it is so declared, two Priests will 
have to be employed].** 
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SVTRA (13). 

[Answer to the PCrvapak^aJ—But it cannot be so ; because 

SUCH CANNOT BE THE MEANING OF THE WORD. 

Bhdsya. 

The particle ^ tu' (‘ but ’) implies the rejection of the view set forth in 
the above Sutra, 

It cannot he so \ —i.e. it is not right that there should be two Priests ;— 
why ?— because such cannot he the meaning of the word ; the word 
(‘ rdjapurohitau ’) cannot signify two Priests ;—one King can have only one 
priest, as is made clear by the singular number attached to the predicate 
in the injunction ' Purohitam karoti' (‘appoints the priest'), where due 
significance must attach to the singular number.—“ It has been jx)inted 
out that there would be two Priests on the strength of the declaration to 
tliat effect.”—The answer to that is that the idea in question caimot be 
based upon a declaration; because what the term ‘ Priest ’ connotes 
is a certain degree of embellishment ; so that even though appointed, one 
would not be a ‘ priest ’ (unless he had that embellishment). 

SUTRA (14). 

Further, inasmuch as the purposes are separately mentioned, 

THE connection SPOKEN OF CANNOT BE WITH TWO PERSONS 
OF THE SAME KIND. 

Bhdsya, 

The purposes are found to be spoken of separately—‘ Spiritual Power 
is the glory of the Brdhmana, Heroism is the glory of the Ksaitriya which 
means that each of these two castes is connected with each of the two 
purposes.—From this also it is clear that two Priests are not meant—(one 
Ksaitriya and one Brdhmana are meant). 

SUTRA (15). 

As REGARDS THE HaND, IT IS SUBSIDIARY ; HENCE THE CONNECTION 
COULD NOT RE UNDERSTOOD AS BEING WITH ANOTHER 

(RIGHT HAND). 

Bhdsya, 

It has been urged (by the Purvapaksin, under Su. 12) that ” it is for 
this same reason that the two hands of the same man are taken as forming 
the Ahjali (even though ordinarily, the left hand is regarded as unfit for use) ”. 
—In the case of the Hand, it is only right that it should be so ; because it 
is subsidiary; i.e. in the forming of the Ahjali (‘joined Hands’), the left 
hand is subsidiary to the right hand ; as without the left hand there could 
be no Ahjali ; certainly the two right hands are not called ‘ Ahjali ’.— 
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Hence in the case in question, ‘ the King and the Priest * should be meant.— 
“The compound ^ rdjapurohitau^ may be expounded as an Ekash^a com¬ 
pound, standing for ‘ the King*a Priest * and ‘ the King*s Priest * (i.e. two 
royal priests); so that two royal priests may offer the sacrifice in question.” 
—The answer to this is that two ‘ royal Priests ’ cannot be ‘ desirous of 
absorption ’ ; it is only the King along with his Priest who can have a com¬ 
mon purpose in view,—^not one Priest along with another Priest ; because 
both of them would be called ‘ Priests ’ by virtue of acting for the King,—and 
not of desiring the King. Then again, the term ‘ Priest ’ connotes a certain 
degree of embellishment.—“ Under your view, a recourse to indirect indica¬ 
tion becomes necessary.”—The answer to that is that, in the absence of 
Direct Assertion, recomse may be had to Indirect Indication; for instance, 
when it is said that ‘ he is sitting in the Fire ’, what is meant is (not that 
he is actually sitting in the fire, but) that ‘ he is sitting in the hot pit ’ [the 
term ‘ fire ’ being taken as indirectly indicating the hot pity as what it 
directly denotes, the actual fircy is not applicable]. 

From all this it follows that ‘ the King and the Priest ’ are meant by 
the compound ‘ rdjapurohitau 



AoHiKARAijrA (3): The Brahmaim alone is entitled to 
perform the Satra. 

SUTRA (16). 

[PORVAPAKiJA]—“ The Satbas are for all castes ; as there is no 

DISTINCTION.” 

Bha§ya. 

Satraa form the subject-matter for consideration. They have been laid 
down in such texts as—‘ Those who, knowing this, betake themselves to the 
Satra ‘ those who knowing this undertake the Satra 

In regard to this, there arises the question—Are the Satras for all the 
three castes ? Or for Brdhmanaa only ? 

On this question, the Purvapakaa view is as follows :—“ Satraa ahould 
he for all caatea ;—-why ?— hecautse there ia no distinction ; the texts speak 
of no such distinction as that ‘ Satraa are for such and such castes, and not 
for such others \ Hence it follows that all three castes should be entitled 
to perform Satraa,^* 

SUTRA (17). 

[PtTRVAPAK^A conclvded] —“ Also because we find texts 

INDICATIVE OF THE SAME CONCLUSION.” 

Bhdsya, 

“ J'or the following reason also we conclude that Satras are for all the 
three castes.—* For what reason ? ’— Because we find texts indicative of the 
same concltision. Says the text—‘ For the Brdhmarya, one should sing the 
Brahma-adman called Bdrhadgiray for the Kaattriyay that called Pdrthur- 
oahma, and for the Vaiahyay that called Rdyohdfiya ’ ; this text relates to the 
Dvddaahdha sacrifice (which is a Satra), and speaks of the Brahma-adman i 
and herein we find the KfoUriya and the Vaiahya also mentioned. This 
also shows that all the three castes are entitled to perform the Satra.'* 

StJTRA (18). 

[Siddhanta]— In reality, they should be for Brahmanas only ; 

AS the other two castes cannot officiate AS 

Priests. 

Bhd^a. 

The term ‘ va ’ (‘in reality ’) implies the rejection of the view set forth 
above. 
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It is not true that Satras are for all the tliree castes ; in fact they should 
he for Brdhmanas only.—Why ?—Because the other two cannot officiate as 
priests ; as a matter of fact, Priesthood has been forbidden for th<j Ksattriya 
and the Vaiahya ; and a performance of the Satra (at which th(^ sacrificers 
themselves act as Priests) would become defective if the sacrificers themselves 
did not act as priests.—From this it follows that Satras are to be performed 
by Brahmarvas only. 

SUTRA (19). 

[Objection]—“ It could be so, on the strength of the direct 
DECLARATION ”,—IF THIS BE URGED [then the answer would be 
as given in the following Sutra^. 

Blmsya. 

Says the Opponent—‘‘ Your view is that ‘ if the Kmttriya and the 
Vaishya were to perform the Satra^ the performance would be defective (as 
they could not act as priests, and at a Satra every sacrificer must 
act as a priest) ’ ;—but on the strength of Direct Declaration that ‘ at the 
Satray the sacrificers are Priests ’, the Ksattriya and the Vaishya, when per¬ 
forming the Satra, could act as Priests.—‘ But who are the Sacrificers ? ’— 
All those, even Ksattriyas and Vaishyas, who, desiring the y^articular results, 
undertake the performance of the Satra, are to be regarded as its ‘ Sacrificers ’ ; 
and, as such, on the strength of the declaration quoted above, Priesthood 
should be taken as enjoined for all of them.—On this, the following argument 
may be urged—The declaration speaks of the Priesthood of onl>' those 
persons for whom it is possible ; and it is possible for Brahtnarias only ; as 
it has been distinctly forbidden for the Ksattriya and the Vaishya ; so that 
the injunction of Priesthood (‘annot apply to these latter ’.—But it is not 
so ; just as the declaration in question is taken as injunctive of the hitherto 
unknown Priesthood of the sacrificing Brahmanas, —so also the same declara¬ 
tion may be taken a.s injunctive of similar Priesthood of the sacrificing 
ywn-Brdhynanas also.—From all this it follows that even Ksattriyas and 
Vaishyas, when duly invested with Priesthood, can perform the Satra.^' 

SUTRA (20). 

[Answer]—What the declaration lays down is only 
‘ Mastership 

Bhdsya. 

It cannot bo as has been urged in the preceding Sutra. It is ‘ Master¬ 
ship ’ that is laid down in the text ‘ With such and such desires they should 
undertake the Satra ’ ; it does not lay down ‘ Priesthood ’.—“ But Priesthood 
has been laid down in the text ‘Those who are sacrificers are the Priests — 
The answer to this is that that also is not so ;—why ?—^because even this 
sentence is not to be construed so as to make the term ‘ those who are sacri¬ 
ficers ’, the Subject, and the term ‘ priests ’, the Predicate; as in that case Priest- 
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hood would be predicated as a consecratory auxiliary to the Sacrificersr 
and not the Sacrificera as auxiliaries to Priesthood ; and under the circum¬ 
stances, the Priesthood would not be recognised as serving any purpose 
at the sacrifice in hand, and an unseen embellishment or consecration would 
have to be assumed ;—and that also would have to appertain to the Sacrificer^ 
—which again would be another unseen (transcendental) factor. From all 
this it follows that in the said sentence, the priestly functions are not laid 
down for those who are already Sacrificera ; all that is laid down is that the 
priestly functions are not to bo performed by any other persons (besides the 
sacrificers); so that in construing the sentence, the term ‘ priests * should 
be the Subject, and the term ‘ those same ’ should be the Predicate ; the 
meaning being that ‘ the Priests are those same who are the sacrificers, 
none others’ ; so that by conversion, the sacrificers are enjoined as the 
performers of the priestly fund ions y and persons other than these are excluded. 
In tills way the priestly functions servo a useful purpose at the sacrifice in 
hand ; and no imseen or transcendental embellishment for the sacrificer is 
enjoined.—It might be argued that—“ the idea of the priestly functions being 
performed by the sacrificers might itself load to the assumption of a trans¬ 
cendental result following from the adopting of this procedure ”.—Our 
answer to that would be that under the other view also, it would be necessary 
to assume a transcendental factor in the shape of the embellishment of 
the sacrificer ;—and an objection that applies ecpially to both views should 
not bo urged against one of them. 

SUTRA (21). 

[Objection]—“ Those two (Ksattriya and Vaishya) might be 

REGARDED AS ‘ MASTERS OF THE HOUSEHOLD ' ; AS THERE CAN 
BE NO INCONGRUITY IN THAT.” 

Bhdsya. 

“ The Ksattriya and the Vaishya might be regarded as performers of the 
functions of the ‘ Masters of the Household ’ (in connection with the Satras 
performed by them) ; in the performance of those functions there is no 
necessity of ‘ priesthood ’; hence they would involve no incongruity (as there 
is in the case of their being regarded as ‘ Priests ’, jjriesthood having been 
forbidden for them).” 


SUTRA (22). 

[Answer]—That cannot be ; as in that case, there would be 
INCOMPATIBILITY OF PROCEDURE (KaLPA). 

Bhdsya. 

It cannot be right to hold that the Ksattriya and the Vaishya would 
perform the functions of the Master of the House. Because in that case 
there would be incompatibility of procedure : For instance, for the sacrificers 
(who are Brahmarms), the cup would contain Soma-juicey wliile for others 
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(who are Kpattriyas or Vaishyas) it would contain the ‘ Fruit-mixture ’ 
(consisting of Banyan-shoots and other things); and secondly, for BrdhmanaSy 
the Brahrna-sdman would be the Barhadgira, while for Ksattriya, it would be 
the Parthurashma; and for Vaishyas, the Rdyobdjlya, —Hence this view 
also cannot be accepted, that the Ksattriya and the Vaishya would perform 
the functions of the ‘ Master of the House *. 

SUTRA (23). 

The indicative text quoted should be taken as pertaining to 
THE ‘ AhINA * (not to THE ‘ SaTRA ’) ; BECAUSE ' MASTERSHIP ’ 
BELONGS TO THE OTHERS (i.E. PbIESTS). 

Bhdsya. 

It has been urged above (under Su. 17) that “there are texts indicative 
of the same conclusion —This has got to be refuted.—In refutation, we 
state as follows:—It is the Ahlna that is going to be spoken of as ‘ Satra * 
(in certain texts) [and it is the Ahlna to which the text quoted refers, not to 
the Satra] ; because (at the Satra), the ‘ mastership ’ has been predicated for 
the Priests ; hence inasmuch as the Priests are the ‘ masters there can 
be no Satra for Ksattriyaa and Vaishyas, Hence the text quoted should be 
taken as pertaining to the Ahlna-sacriftce (not to the Satras). 



Adhikarana (4): To the performance of the Satra only 
those are entitled who either belong to the Vishvdmitra- 
gotra or to the same ‘ Kalpa ’ as these. 

SCTRA (24). 

[PCavAPAKijA (A)]—“ The Satra is for those only who belong 

TO THE VaSHI§THA-QOTRA ; BECAUSE THE BrAHMANSHIF IS 
RESTRICTED TO THEM.” 

Bhd§ya. 

It has been understood that Satras are for Brdhmanyia only, not for 
Kaattriyas and Vaiahyaa, Now the question arises—Are the Satraa for all 
Brdhmaryia ? Or for those only who are of the Vaahiatha-gotra ? Or to all 
others, except those belonging to the gotraa of Bhrgu, Shunaka and Vaahiatha ? 

The answer that suggests itself first is that—‘‘it is for all Brahmaryia, 
as there is no distinction ; there is no such distinction made as that ‘ the 
Satra is for such and such Brahmaribaa, not for such others \ Hence it must 
be for all Brdhmanaa 

As against this, there is the following view:—“ It is for those only who 
belong to the Vaahiatha-gotra, because the office of the Brahman Priest is re¬ 
stricted to them. That is, the Satra is for persons of the Vaahiatha-gotra ;— 
why ?—because the office of the Brahman'prieat is restricted, in the text— 
‘ a person of the Vashiatha^gotra becomes the Brahman-priest \ From this it 
is clear that Satraa can be performed by those only who either belong to the 
Vaahiatha-gotray or to the same Kalpa as those.” 

SUTRA (25). 

[PCTrvapak^a (B)]—“ Oe, it may be for all ; because of the 

DENIAL,” 

Bhdsya, 

“ The Satra should be for all, because there is no distinction.—‘ But it 
has been declared that one who belongs to the Vaahiafha-gotra becomes the 
Brahman-priest,' —It is not so ; because that view is subsequently denied, 
when it is said—‘ Any one who studies the section on Sto^na should be the 
Brahman-priest ’.—‘ If that is so, then why should it be taught that the 
person belonging to the Vaahiafha-gotra should be the BraJhman-prieat ? ’— 
That statement is for the purpose of eulogising the section on Stoma, the 
meaning ^eing that * the -section is so important that one who studies 

it, even though he may not belong to the Voahiffha-gotra, is capable of 
performing the functions of one belonging to that gotra 
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SUTRA (26). 

[Siddhanta]—Inasmuch as the office of the Hotr-priest is 

RESTRICTED TO ONE BELONGING TO THE ViSHVAMITRA-GOTBA,- 

PERSONS BELONGING TO THE GOTRAS OF BhRGU, ShUNAKA 
AND VaSHI.^THA cannot BE ENTITLED (TO 
PERFORM SaTRAS). 

Bhdsya. 

Persons belonging to the Bhrgu and other gotras are not entitled to 
perform Satra. —Why ?—Because the office of the Hotr-priest has been 
restricted to one who belongs to the VishvdniUra-gotra, in the text—‘ One 
belonging to the becomes the Hotr-priest \—From this it 

follows that the only persons entitled to perform Satras are those who 
belong to the Vishvdmitra-gotra and those who belong to the same ‘ Kalpa ’ 
as these. 



Adhikarana (5) : To the performance of Satras the only 
person entitled is one who has installed 
the Fires. 

SUTRA (27). 

[P(Jrvapaksa continiied ]—“ Inasmuch as the Vihara-Fire 

IS ALL-POWERFUL, THE SaTRA MAY BE FOR THOSE ALSO WHO 
HAVE INSTALLED THE FiRES.” 

Bhdsya. 

Satras are the subject-matter of the present Adhikarana, they being 
declared in such texts as—Those who knowing this undertake the Satra ’ ; 
‘ Those who knowing this have recourse to the Satra \ 

In regard to these Satras, there arises the question—Are the Satras 
for those who have installed the Fires, as well as for those who have not 
installed them ? Or only for those who have installed the Fires ? 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows :—“ They are for 
both—those who have installed the fires, as well as those who have not 
installed them.—Why so ?—Because the Vihara-Fire {Ahavanlya) is all- 
powerful ; that is, the Ahavanlya fire set up by one man is capable of helping 
all men ; whose acts become accomplished by the said Fire even though in¬ 
stalled by another person. And as the act can be accomplished by the 
Fire belonging to any other person, it follows that Satras may be per¬ 
formed even by those who have, as well as those who have not, installed 
their own Fires.” 


SUTRA (28). 

[Purvapaksa continued] —“ Also because we find an indicative 
OF the same conclusion, in relation to the Sarasvata- 

sacrifice.’’ 

Bhdsya. 

“ In connection with the Sdrasvata-Satra, we find the following indicative 
text—‘ Those who, without having installed their own Fires, perform the Satra 
go to Heaven on chariots belonging to others —This clearly shows that 
Satras can be performed by those also who have not installed their own 
Fires.—From this also it follows that the Satra is for all persons.” 
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SHABARA-BHASYA .* 


SUTRA (29). 

[PCrvapak^a concluded] —‘‘ Also because an expiation 
HAS been prescribed.*’ 

Bhd§ya. 

“ An expiation has been prescribed in the following text—‘ If the Fires 
of an Agnihotrin become mixed up with other Fires, a cake baked on eight 
pans should be offered to Agni-Vivichi^ ;—here an expiation is prescribed 
as to be performed on the mixing up of the Fires ;—the mixture meant here 
can only be possible with such Fires as have not been duly installed, not other¬ 
wise.—From this also it follows that Satras may be performed by those 
persons who have not installed their own Fires.” 

SOTRA (30). 

[SiDDHANTA]—In reality they must be for those only who HAVE 
INSTALLED THEIR OWN FiRES ; BECAUSE OF THE PRECEDENCE OF I§TIS. 

Bhd§ya. 

In reality, Satras are for those who have installed their own Fires, not for 
those who have not installed the Fires.—^Why so ?— Because of the precedence 
of Iptis ; that is, it has been declared that Soma-sacrifices [and Satras are 
Soma-sacrifices] are preceded by the performance of Isfis, in the text— 
‘ One should perform the Soma-sacrifice, after having performed the Darsha- 
Purnamdsa sacrifices ’ ; so that the Jyotistoma (wliich is the Archetype of 
Soma-sacrifices) must be preceded by the Darsha-Purrkamdsa; and through 
the General Law (that ‘ Ectypes should be performed like the Archetype *), 
this ‘ precedence of Istis ’ becomes applicable to Satras also (these also 
having the Jyotistoma for their Archetype).—From this it follows that Satras 
cannot be performed by those who have not installed their own Fires.— 
[Because the Darsha-PUrnamdsa cannot be performed without these Fires, 
and the Satras must be preceded by the Darsha-Purtyirndsa,'] 

SUTRA (31). 

Also because the installation of the Fires is prompted 

BY THE man’s OWN PURPOSE. 

Bhd§ya, 

As a matter of fact, the Fires are prompted by the man’s own purpose.— 
How so ?—Because of the special (Atman^pada) ending ; in the injunction of 
Fire-installation, we find the Atmanlpada ending used—‘ Agnln ddadhlta ' ; 
which shows that the purposes of one man cannot be served by means of 
the Fires installed by another person, even though the Fires may have been 
installed for sacrificial purposes. 
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Further, there is a Vedic text indicating the uniting 

(of Fires). 

Bhd^ya. 

There is a text to the effect, ‘ going to offer the Sdvitra oblations, they 
should unite the Fires * ; this also indicates that Satras are for those only 
who have installed their own Fires. [The Sdvitra oblations are offered at 
the Satraa ; and unless a man has his own Fires, how can he unite them ?] 
Though the Adhikarana remains incomplete, in so far as the {Purvapaksa) 
argument based upon indicative texts has not been refuted,—yet the author 
proceeds with the consideration of another topic in the following Adhikarana, 
—[The refutation required under the present Adhikarana follows later on, 
under Su. 36, below.] 


30 



AdhikARANA (6) : The ‘ Juhu ’ and the other vessels should 
he secured afresh^ which would belong in common 
to all the sacrificers at the Satra. 

SUTRA (33). 

[P(Trvapak.sa]—‘‘ Thebe being a doubt in regard to the JuHt? 

AND OTHER VESSELS, ONE SHOULD BE FREE TO DO AS HE LIKES ; 

BECAUSE THE VESSELS DO NOT ALWAYS FOLLOW IN THE 
WAKE (OF THE SaCRIFICER).” 

Bhdsya. 

The question to be considered now is—[At the performance of the 
Satra]y should the sacrifice be performed with the Juhu and other vessels 
belonging to any one of the sacrificers (forming part of the ordinary equip¬ 
ment of his daily Agnihotra) ? Or should new vessels be secured, belonging 
in common to all the (seventeen) sacrificers ? 

On this question, the Purvapakm view is as follows :—“ The performance 
should be carried on with the vessels got from any one of the sacrificers.— 
Why so ?—Because in every case his own vessels do not follow in the wake 
of a sacrificer wherever he goes ; there being no such hard and fast rule as 
that ‘ the Sacrificer should carry on the performance with his own vessels \ 
—Hence it follows that the sacrificers may perform the sacrifice with vessels 
belonging to others.” 

SUTRA (34). 

[Siddhanta]— In reality, they should secure other (fresh) 

VESSELS WHICH WOULD BE COMMON TO ALL THE SACRIFICERS ; AS 

THERE WOULD BE INCONGRUITIES (iN THE OTHER CASE) ;- 

ALSO BECAUSE IT IS SANCTIONED BY THE 
SCRIPTURES. 

Bhd^ya, 

The phrase " api m’ (‘in reality’) implies the rejection of the view 
set forth above. 

The view set forth above is not right. The right view is that new vessels 
should be secured which would belong in common to the (seventeen) sacrificers. 
—Why ?— Because there would he incongruities ; there would, for instance, 
be this incongruity that, if the vessels belonging to any one of the sacrificers 
were brought in for use,—and if that sacrificer happened to die,—there would 
be the difficulty that, there being the law that—‘ The Agnihotfn should 
be cremated along with his fires and sacrificial vessels ’,—if all his vessels 
were burnt with him, the performance of the sacrifice by the other sacrificers 
would become stopped ; if (in order to avoid this) they proceeded to finish 
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the sacrifice with those vessels, the cremation of the dead man’s body would 
become vitiated. On the other hand, there would be no incongruity if 
other new vessels were secured which would be common to all the sacrificers. 
Hence this latter is the course that should be adopted. 


SUTRA (35). 

The Expiation would be performed under abnormal 

CIRCUMSTANCES. 

Bhdsya. 

This Sutra refutes the argument (urged in Su. 29) based upon an indi¬ 
cative text. 

Under our view the expiation would be quite possible.—How ?—^When 
people are passing through or staying in a desolate place, or in a forest, 
—if danger arises from robbers or wild animals, their Fires might get mixed 
up with the Forest-fire [and this would be quite possible in cases where all 
the persons concerned are such as have installed their own Fires].—Or the 
Expiation may be taken as applying to a case where several persons with 
installed Fires are living together (where there is a possibility of their Fires 
becoming mixed up). 



Adhikarana (7): All the three castes are entitled to the 
‘ seventeen Sdmidhems \ 

SUTRA (36). 

[POrvapak^a]—“ In connection with the Ectypal Sacrifice, the 

MENTION OF THE PERSON SHOULD RESTRICT THE PERFORMER ; 

BECAUSE THE NUMBER IN QUESTION IS AN ACCESSORY OF 
THE SACRIFICE ; AND THE NUMBER DOES NOT PERTAIN 
TO OTHERS ; THE CONNECTION SHOULD BE 
RESTRICTED TO ONE ONLY. 

Bhdsya. 

The ‘ Adhvarakalpa ’ sacrifices,—^such, for instance, as the ‘ Agra- 
yary^ti — Pa8hu\ —^form the subject-matter of this Adhikarana; in con¬ 
nection with these ‘ seventeen Sdmidheni verses * have been spoken of. 

In regard to these, there arises the question—Are all the three castes 
entitled to these sacrifices ?—Or the Vaishya only ? 

On this question, the Purvapakaa view is as follows :—“ In connection 
with such ectypal sacrifices, the performer becomes restricted by the mention 
of the person.—^Why so ?—Because the sacrifice-—the Adhvarakalpa and the 
like—has the number in question (‘seven^n *) for its accessory ; and this 
number has been spoken of in connection with the Vaishya ; so that it is 
the Vaishya alone who could perform the sacrifice in its entirety; because 
the number seventeen being an accessory of the sacrifice,—if this number 
* seventeen ’ were adopted by a non-Vaishya, it would be wrong ; as that 
number has not been enjoined in regard to persons other than Vaishyas ; 
hence, by reason of this disqualification of theirs, the injunction ‘ should 
sacrifice ’ would (in this case) not apply to Brdhma/vyxs and KeattriyasJ*^ 

SUTRA (37). 

[PCRVAPAK^A CONCLUDED]—“ AlSO BECAUSE OF AN INDICATIVE TEXT ; 

AS IN THE CASE OF A PARTICULAR SACRIFICE 

Bhdsya, 

“There is the following text indicative of the fact that the number 
‘ seventeen ’ pertains to the Vaishya only—‘ Saptadasho vaishyah * [‘ The 
Vaishya is the seventeenth ’]; this indicates that the number ‘ seventeen ’ is 
specially related to the Vaishya ; —^from which it follows that sacrifices like 
those imder consideration are for the Vaishya only ; just as a particular 
sacrifice (the Vaishya-stoma) is for the Vaishya only—as laid down in the 
text—* The Vaishya should perform the Vaishya-stoma sacrifice where 
the seicrifice is definitely associated with the Vaishya, The same should be 
the case with the number ‘ seventeen * also.” 
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SUTRA (38). 

[Siddhanta]— It cannot be so ; because the connections (of the 

TWO sentences) ABE DIFFEBENT ; THE ACCBSSOBY (NUMBER 
‘ SEVENTEEN ’) IS ONE OF WHICH THE ‘ SACBIFICB ’ IS THE 
" PRINCIPAL ’ ; BECAUSE THE INJUNCTION IS NOT 
CONNECTED (WITH IT). 

Ehdaya. 

What has been set forth above is not right. Because the two connections 
are different : There is one sentence ‘ For the Vaishyat seventeen S&midh^ni 
verses should be recited —and there is a totally different sentence in 
connection with the Adhvarakalpa and the rest—‘ One should recite 
seventeen *.—Then again, the accessory has for its ‘ principal ’ (is subservient 
to) the sacrifice ; and the sacrifice is not subservient to the accessory.-— 
“ What if it is so ? ’*—If it is so, then, wherever the sacrifice is, its accessory 
must be there ; and not that wherever the accessory is, the sacrifice should 
be there. It is through the accessory that the sacrifice would pertain to 
the Vaishya. In fact, the sacrifice pertains to aill the three castes, and it 
requires the accessory.—Then again, of the accessory as belonging to the 
sacrificey there is a distinct in junction,—and that injunction is not connected 
with the Vaishya ; in fact, that injunction speaks of an accessory which has 
no connection with the Vaishya. —“ But at first it speaks of it as connected 
with the Vaishya^ —Not so ; because of the predominance of the Vaishya ; 
as a matter of fact, in the previous injunction, the Vaishya is only spoken of 
as the predominant factor.—From all this it follows that all the three castes 
are entitled (to the use of the number ‘ seventeen *). 

SUTRA (39). 

As REGARDS THE PARTICULAR SACRIFICE, THE CONNECTION OF THE 

Vaishya being a necessary factor in it, it is only right 

THAT it should BE RESTRICTED TO THE PARTICULAR CASTE. 

Bhdsya, 

It has been argued that “as the Vaishya-stoma sacrifice is restricted 
to the Vaishya, so should it be in the case in question —But in the case 
of the Vaishya-stoma, it is only right that it should be so ; because it is dis¬ 
tinctly prescribed for the Vaishya ; and so it becomes restricted on the 
strength of the words of the text itself. Hence in that case there is nothing 
wrong. 


End of Pdda vi of Adhydya VI. 



ADHYAYA VI. 


PADA VII. 

Adhikarana (1): The Father and other relatives are not to 
he given away at the Vishvajit sacrifice. 

SOTRA (1). 

[PtJBVAPAK^A]—“ When one is giving away his property, he should 

GIVE ALL, WITHOUT ANY DISTINCTION.” 

Bhd§ya. 

In connection with the Vishvajit sacrifice we read —' Sarvasvan d<idali \ 
[‘ He gives away all that is his own *]. 

In connection with this, there arises the question—Should everything, 
whatever is called ‘ one’s own ’—even Father, Mother and the like—be given 
away ? Or only that which is called ‘ one’s own ’ in the sense of his being 
master of it, is to be given away ? 

The Purvapaksa view on this question is as follows;—“ Without any dis¬ 
tinction, everything—even Father, Mother and the like—should be given away. 
—Objection : ‘ But Giving implies the cessation of the ownership of the giver, 
and the creation of another’s (recipient's) ownership ; and it is not possible 
for one’s ownership of his Father and other relations to cease ; in no way 
can one’s Father cease to be liis Father —The answer to this is as 
follows :—True, the Father does not cease to be one’s Father ; but he can 
be made the servant of another person; and in reality, giving means only 
the creation of another’s ownership, the surrender of one’s own ownership 
comes only by implication.—From all this it follows that all should be given 
away.” 

SUTRA (2). 

[Siddhanta]—In reality, only that (should be given) over which 

ONE IS MASTER ; ANYTHING OTHER THAN THAT CANNOT BE 

GIVEN AWAY. 

Bhdsya. 

The particle ‘ w ’ (‘ in reality ’) implies the rejection of the view set 
forth above. 

That alone over which one has ownership ,—in the sense of mastery over 
it, should be given away,—^nothing else.—Why so ?—Because only that can 
be given over which one is master; anything other than that cannot he 
given away ; that is, one cannot renounce one’s ownership over his Father 
and other relatives.—“ But certainly it is possible to make them the servants 
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of another person —The answer to that is that as a matter of fact, there 
can be no giving away of that property over which one lias no mastery. 
Nor can it be right to treat one’s Father and other relatives as servants. He for 
whom this would be right might give away the Father !—Says the Opponent 
—“When it is said that whatever is called ‘one’s own’ should be given 
away, it follows that the Father and other relatives also are to be given away. 
[As they are certainly called ‘ one's own Father ’ and so forth]; and hence in 
regard to this, one might ignore the Smrti (which lays down that the Father 
should be respected and should not be treated as an inferior) and try his best 
to establish his mastery over him —^The answer to this is that the term ‘ one’s 
own ’ is applied to his own wealth and relatives severally^ not collectively. So 
that the requirements of the injunction (of giving away ‘ all one’s own ’) 
having been fulfilled by the giving away of all one's wealthy there can be no 
justification for including the relatives under the ‘ all ’, who, in fact, cannot 
be given away. Nor, therefore, is it necessary to reject any Smrti-rules. 
Then again, in accordance with the General Law (that ‘ the Ectype should 
be performed in the manner of the Archetype ’) the giving away of such 
things as the cow and the like having become admissible, on this ground also, 
the ‘all * must be restricted to one's wealth ; and this being done, the require¬ 
ments of the Injunction become fulfilled ; and thus there can be no reason 
for taking in the relatives. —^From this it follows that the Father and such 
relatives are not to bo given away ; and that alone should be given away 
over which the man’s ‘ ownersliip ’ is in the nature of ‘ mastery ’ over it. 



Adhikarana (2): At the Vishvajit sacrifice, the Earth should 

not he given avoay. 

SOTEA (3). 

The Earth cahnot be given away ; because it belongs to all 
MEN without any DISTINCTION. 

Bhdsya. 

In regard to the same * giving away of one’s entire property \ there 
arises the question—Can the Earth be given away or not ? 

Qitestion —“What is meant by the ‘Earth* here?** 

Answer —What is meant is the substance, the terrestrial globe made up 
of earth-particles ; mere land (fields) or clay is not what is meant here. 

On the above question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows ;—“ As there 
is nothing particular about it, the Earth can certainly be given away; 
because the term ‘ one’s own * is applicable to it in the sense of ‘ mastery 
over it * ; and it is quite possible, by an operation of the mind, to surrender 
one’s ownership over it 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta — The Earth cannot 
he given away ; people are found to be owners of lands (fields), not of the 
entire terrestrial globe. 

Says the Opponent—“One who happens to be the Lord of the whole 
Earth may give it away 

Even he cannot give it away, we reply.—“ Why ? **—Because the 
enjoyment that the ‘ Lord of the Earth * derives from his ownership of the 
Earth is precisely like that which other men have ; and there is no difference 
in the enjoyment. In fact, the peculiarity that his ‘ Lordship of the Earth ’ 
gives him is only this that, by reason of his being engaged in the protecting 
of the corns and other produce of other people, he receives a share out of these, 
—which alone he possesses, not the Earth ; and there is nothing peculiar in 
regard to his ownership over such supporting and preserving etc. of all 
living beings as are done by persons inhabiting the Earth, and in that sense 
done by the Earth itself.—From all this it follows that the Earth cannot 
be given away. 



Adhikarana (3): At the Vishvajit, the Horse and such 
animals cannot he given away. 

SUTRA (4). 

Inasmuch as it is what should not be done in this restbct, 

THESE ANIMALS DIFFER FROM OTHERS. 

Bhdsya, 

In regard to the Vishvajit sacrifice, there arises the question—Can 
horses and such animals be given or not ? 

The Purvapaksa view is that, “ inasmuch as the giving away of one’s 
all has been laid down, Horses also should be given away 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhanta —That should not 
be given away, the giving of whi^h is something that should not be done ; 
and the giving of the Horse is what should not he done. In fact, this is what 
distinguishes the Horse from other things that its giving has been forbidden 
in the following text in connection with the Vishvajit itself—‘One should 
not give animals with miens, and one should not accept the gift of animals 
with two rows of teeth \—For this reason Horses should not be given away. 



Adhikarana (4): At the Vishvajit, only such ‘ entire 
property ’ may be given away as is already there. 

SUTRA (5). 

Also, what is permanent can have no connection vtth things 

IMPERMANENT. 

Bhdsya. 

In regard to the same Vishvajit sacrifices, there arises the following 
question—When it is said that ‘ one should give away his entire property 
does it mean that all the paraphernalia that a man can have—such as 
earthenware vessels and the like,—should be acquired and then given awaj% 
along with those that can be acquired ? Or that he should give away what 
he actually possesses at the time, and it is not necessary to acquire what is 
not already there ? 

Question —“ Why should there be any such doubt on the point ? ” 

Answer —The question arises from the fact that both interpretations 
of the words is possible. The words, for instance, may be construed 
(a) as predicating the giving away, the moaning of the Injunction being that 
‘ all possible belongings—which all ?—all those things that are useful to 
man, such as beds and the like,—should be given away ’,—or (6) as predicat¬ 
ing the ‘ entirety the sense of the Injunction being that ‘ what is meant 
to be given away is that all which can be given away *. If it is the ‘ giving 
away ’ that is taken as predicated [as in (a)], then even those vessels specially 
made for the piu*pose,—which are not already there to be given,—should 
have to be secured and then given away ; wliile, on the other hand, if it is 
‘ entirety ’ that is taken as predicated, then there is to bo ‘ giving away ’ 
of only those things that are already there (and hence, can be given away). 

On the said question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows ;—“ The vessels 
iixade specially for the purpose should be (obtained and) given; because if 
* giving away ’ is taken as predicated, then the ‘ Direct Assertion ’ becomes 
accepted ; while in the other case, only ‘ Syntactical Connection ’ would 
be honoured;—between these two, greater authority attaches to ‘ Direct 
Assertion Hence it follows that the newly-made vessels and such things 
should be (obtained and) given away.” 

In answer to this we have the following Siddhdnta — Also what is per¬ 
manent can have no connection with things impermanent. The particle ‘ cha \ 
‘ also ’, connects this statement with what has gone before ; the sense being 
that it has been settled that Horses should not be given, and the vessels 
specially made for the purpose also should not be given. Because in the 
text in question, the mention of the ‘ giving * at the Vishvajit sacrifice is 
only a reiteration of the ‘ giving ’ that has been enjoined in connection with 
the Archetypal sacrifice, and which, therefore, is a permanent factor, coming 
into the Vishvajit on the strength of the General Law (that ‘ the Retype is 
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to bo performed in the manner of the Archetype * ); while the vessels that 
would be specially made for the purpose, and the other things that might be 
acquired (for the purpose of being given away), would be impermanent 
factors (because they have not been enjoined in any Vedic text); and for 
this reason, these latter could not be all collected at any performance of 
the Vishvajit sacrifice. Because the actual making of some of these newly- 
made vessels would be dependent upon the giving away at the Vishvajit ; 
and these would thus be contingent, not permanent; while what is enjoined 
by the General Law is something permanent, to be given away under certain 
contingencies (such as the performance of the Vishvajit, for instance).—^For 
these reasons it must be admitted that what is predicated is the entirety of 
those things whose giving away is already possible. And it is quite natural 
that, when the direct meaning of the words is not acceptable, that indicated 
Syntactical Connection should be accepted.—-From all this, it follows 
that new vessels are not to be specially made for the purpose and then 
given away. 



ADHiKARAiirA (5): At the Vishvajit, there should he no 
giving away of the Shudra-servant who is serving 
one solely for the purpose of learning his Dharma. 

StTRA (6). 

The ShCdra also (should not be given away) ; because he is 

THERE FOB BEING INSTRUCTED IN HIS DUTIES. 

Bhd§ya. 

In regard to the same Vishvajit sacrifice, there arises the question— 
Should the Shudra servant be given away or not ? 

The Purvapaksa view is that, “inasmuch the entire property has been 
laid down as to be given, the Shudra servant also should be given away 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta—The Shudra also 
* should not he given away *; this clause has to be brought in here also.—Why 
so ?— Because he is there for being instructed in his duties ; that is, he has come 
to serve the man for the purpose of being taught his duties ; says the text— 
The Shudra presents himself before a man of one of the three higher castes 
with the view that by serving him he would acquire (knowledge of) Dharma \ — 
If such a Shudra were given away to another person, it is possible that he 
may not be willing to leave (the man whom he has been serving) ; and if 
he went unwillingly, he would not acquire the knowledge of Dharma that 
he seeks. No Shudra should be acquired as property against his will; if one 
did acquire a Shudra illegally, he might give him away; but one who has 
oome only for learning Dharma cannot be given away. 



Ad httc A RA NA (6): At the Vishvajit, that ‘ entire property ^ 
alone should he given which is there at the time of the 
payment of the Sacrificial Fee. 

StJTRA (7). 

That property alone should be given away which is found there 

AT THE TIME OF THE PAYMENT OF THE SACRIFICIAL FeE ; AS 
THAT ALONE CAN BE GIVEN AWAY. 

Bhdsya. 

In regard to the same Viahvajitt there arises the following question— 
At the time of the payment of the Sacrificial Fee, must all the wealth that 
the man has had before that time be necessarily brought,—as also what is 
not yet come, but is coming after that time,—all this is to be given ?—Or 
only that should be given which is actually there at the time of the payment 
of the Sacrificial Fee ? 

The Purvapakaa view is that—“ That also should be given away which 
has been in the past, and is going to be in the future, the ‘ property * of the 
man ; because what has been enjoined is the giving away of every kind of 
property 

In answer to tliis, we have the following Siddhdnta:—That property 
alone ahoiUd be given away which is found there at the time of the payment 
of the Sacrificial Fee,—^not what was there before, or is coming after, that.— 
Why so ?—Because what is predicated (and enjoined) here is entirety in 
I’eference to the giving away of the property ; and as this giving away is to 
be done at the time of the payment of the Sacrificial Fee, the said reference 
also can be to that same time. Hence it follows that that alone should be 
given what is actually there at the time of the payment of the Sacrificial Fee. 



Adhikarana (7): At the Vishvajit^ even after the payment 
of the Sacrificial Fee^ the remaining accessory 
details should he performed. 

SUTRA (8). 

[Pt?RVAPAK§A (A)]—“ As THERE WOULD BE NOTHING LEFT, THE PER¬ 
FORMANCE OF THE SACRIFICE SHOULD END WITH THAT (PAYMENT 

OF THE Sacrificial Fee) ; because a sacrificial act 
CAN BE accomplished ONLY WITH MATERIALS.” 

Bhdsya, 

In regard to the same Viahvajitj there arises the question—Should the 
performance of the Viahvajit be given up at the time of the payment of the 
Sacrificial Fee ?—Or all the materials should not be given up, and the 
remaining sacrificial details should be completed with those materials ? 

The Purvapakaa view is as follows:—“ The sacrifice should be given up 
at the said point.—‘ Why ? "—As there would be nothing left. —‘ Why should 
there be nothing left ? ’—Because it has been laid down that ‘ at the Viahvajit 
one should give away all as the fee ’ ; and unless there are materials, no 
sacrifice can be performed to its conclusion. Hence the performance must 
end with the payment of the Fee.” 

SUTRA (9). 

(P(Trvapakj?a (B)]—Or, something should be kept back ; because 

THE complete PERFORMANCE OF THE SACRIFICE HAS 
BEEN CLEARLY ENJOINED.” 

Bhdsya. 

The term ‘ or ’ implies the rejection of Purvapakaa (A). 

” Something should be kept hack ; i.e. at the time of the payment of the 
Sacrificial Fee, the whole property shall not be given away, that much of it 
should be retained which would be needed for the completion of the per¬ 
formance.— ‘Why so ?’— Because the complete performance of the sacrifice has 
been clearly enjoined ; what the injunction ‘ one should perform the Viahvajit 
sacrifice ’ means is that one should perform it from beginning to end. And 
it is only when the man is completing it that he should give away as the 
Fee all that can be given. Consequently the sacrifice should not be given 
up at the point of the Sacrificial Fee.” 
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SOTRA (10). 

[P0RVAPAK§A continued] —“ We also find a text poenttno 

TO THE SAME CONCLUSION.*' 

Bhdaya, 

“It is only when the above course is adopted, that the following text 
becomes explicable—‘ Having come out of the Avahhrtha Bath he should 
put on the calf-skin This could be possible only if the performer retained 
some of liis belongings.” 

SUTRA (11). 

[Objection against the PtlRVAPAKSA (B)]—‘ But, the right 

COURSE is that THE ENTIRE BELONGINGS SHOULD BE GIVEN 
AWAY ; THE REMAINDER OF THE SACRIFICE WOULD BE 
PERFORMED WITH MATERIALS OBTAINED 
AFRESH.’ 

Bhdsya. 

The term ‘ but ’ implies the rejection of Ptirvapakaa (B). 

The right coiu*se is that the entire belongings shall be given away 
(nothing shall be kept back); as it is then that the words ‘should give away 
the entire property ’ become justified.—-As regards the completion of the 
performance, which has been clearly enjoined, what we say is that what 
remains of the sacrifice shall be performed with materials obtained afresh \ — 
“ Our answer to this objection is as follows :— 

SUTRA (12). 

[P0rvapak§in’s answer]—This cannot be; because the ‘ obtaining 
OF fresh materials ’ is an impermanent 
(uncertain) factor.” 

Bhdsya. 

“ As a matter of fact, the obtaining of fresh materials is an uncertain 
(impermanent) factor ; while the performance of what remains of the sacrifice 
is essential (permanent) ; and there can be no connection between these 
two. Hence some of the materials should be kept back.” 

SUTRA (13). 

[Siddhanta]— In reality, at the Initiation itself, there is an 
assignment ; so that what is laid down as to be given 

AWAY IS NOT WHAT IS REQUIRED FOR THE PERFORMANCE 
OF THE SACRIFICE ; HENCE THERE WOULD 
BE NO INCONSISTENCY. 

Bhd§ya. 

The term ‘ in reality ’ implies the rejection of the above views. 
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It is not right that some part of the materials should be kept back.—As 
a matter of fact, at the Initiation itself there is. an assignmentf —in connection 
with the Jyotistoma which is the Archetype (of the Vishvajit) ; and through 
the General Law the same is imderstood as to be done at the Vishvajit 
also ; the assignment of the materials is in the form— (a) * this is for the 
purpose of the sacrificial performance proper (h) ‘ this is for being eaten 
and (c) ‘ this is for winning over the priests (i.e. the Sacrificial Fee) —Now 
it is only the last item—^what is meant to be given to the Priests,—in regard 
to which the ‘ entirety ’ has been enjoined [i.e. it is the portion assigned for the 
Fee that is meant when it is said that ‘ the whole property should be given 
away’].—“How is that ?”—Because the ‘ giving away of the property * is 
only reiterated for pmposes of reference,—^what is predicated is ‘ entirety ’ ; 
and certainly the ‘ giving of what should not be given ’ can never be predicated 
(or enjoined); nor can that be given which has been assigned for the purposes 
of the sacrificial performance, or for the purposes of being eaten.—Thus 
there would be no inconsistency (in the rest of the sacrifice being performed 
with what remains of the materials that had been assigned for the performance, 
and which, on that accoimt, could not have been given avray with the 
Sacrificial Fee). 



Adhikarana (8): Even when the Vishvajit forms part of 
the ‘ Ahargana \ the entire property should he 
given as the Fee. 

SUTRA (14). 

[SiDDHANTA]- ThE SAME SHOULD BE DONE IN CONNECTION WITH [THE 

Vishvajit performed in course of] the ‘ Ahargana ' ; 

AS ALL (Vishvajit) are alike. 

Bhd^ya. 

There is the Ahargafya Astardtra sacrifice, in connection with which we 
read—‘ Athaitaayaatardtraaya viahvajidahhijitam ekdhdvahhitah, uhhayato 
jyotirmadhye aad^hah ; paahukdmo hyetena yajeta * [‘ The two ekdha sacrifices, 
Vishvajit and Abhijit, come on the two sides of the Aatardtra ; between two 
Jyotistomaa comes the J^adaha ; one desiring cattle should perform this 
sacrifice ’]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question—When the Vishvajit is per¬ 
formed as part of the Ahargarva (as spoken of in the text just quoted), should 
the Sacrificial Fee be the ‘ entire property ’ (as laid down for the Vishvajit) ? 
Or a himdred and twelve (as laid down for the Archetype, Jyotiatoma) ? 

The natural answer to this question is tliat the ‘ entire property * should 
be given away as the Fee—Why so ?— Because all Vishvajit sacrifices are 
alike ; so that, in accordance with the General Law, the details of the Vishvajit 
in question shall bo just those same as those belonging to the Vishvajit 
performed in connection with its Archetype (Jyotiatoma). Hence we con¬ 
clude that the entire property should be given away. 

SUTRA (15). 

[PGrvapak^a]— “ In reality, a hundred and twelve should be 
given,—^AS AT the ARCHETYPAL SACRIFICE.” 

Bhdsya. 

“ In reality, a hundred and twelve should be given; it should be as at 
the archetypal sacrifice;—^and the archetypal sacrifice in this case is the 
Jyotiatoma ; in connection with which details have been prescribed ; all the 
requisite details are not found to be laid down in connection with the 
Vishvajit. Hence a hundred and twelve is what should be given [as the Fee 
at the Jyotiatoma is only a hundred and twelve).” 

31 
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SUTRA (16). 

[Reply to PiTrvapak^a]—But it cannot be so ; because that is 
NOT AN accessory OF THE ViSHVAJIT. 

Bhdaya. 

‘ But ’ implies the rejection of the view set forth (under Su. 16). 

What has been suggested cannot be.—Why ?—Because ‘ a hundred and 
twelve ’ is not an accessory belonging to the Vishvajit, In the present in¬ 
stance, as the Vishvajit has been mentioned by name, it must be taken with its 
own accessories ; hence the Sacrificial Fee shall be that which has been pre¬ 
scribed in connection with the Vishvajit itself (i.e. the ‘entire property’), 
not that prescribed for the Jyotistoma (i.e. ‘ a hundred and twelve*). 

SUTRA (17). 

Also because we find texts indicative of the same conclusion. 

Bhdaya. 

There is also an indicative text clearly pointing to the same conclusion.— 
“ What is that indicative text ? ”—The text is—‘ He suffers in the matter 
of his cattle who does not give away the entire property at the Vishvajit 
sacrifice ’ ;—this shows that the Fee to be given at the Vishvajit —even 
when performed as part of the Ahargana —should always be the ‘ entire 
property *. 

[Kumarila demurs to this view. According to him, the Siddhanta is that 
‘ a hundred and twelve ’ should be the foe at the Vishvajit when forming part of 
the Ahargana.l 



Adhikarana (9) : One whose wealth is less than ‘ a hundred 
and twelve ’ is not entitled to perform the Vishvajit 

SUTRA (18). 

[PtTRVAPAKSA]—“ Inasmuch as it is an ectype, both (should be 
entitled) ; BECAUSE there is no distinction.” 


Bhdsya. 


It is well known that at the Vishvajity one should i?ive away his entire 
property. In connection with this, there arises this question—Is one whose 
property is just ‘ a hundred and twelve or more, or less, also entitled 
to perform the Viahvajit ? Or only one who has ‘ a hundred and twelve * 
or more ? 

The Purvapahm view is that—“ inasmuch as it is an ectypcy both 
should he entitledy because there is no distinction ; we find no such distinction 
as that ‘ he alone is entitled to perform it whose wealth consists of just a 
hundred and twelve’, or one whose wealth is more than that, or one whose 
■wealth is less than that. Hence it follows that all men are entitled to 
perform the Viahvajit sacrifice 

SlJTRA (19). 

In reality, only one possessing more (than ‘ a hundred and 
twelve ’) should be entitled (to perform the Vishvajit) ; 

BECAUSE OF THE COUNTER-EXCEPTION. 

Bhd§ya. 

It is not true that all men are entitled to perform the Vishvajit ,— 
“ Who then is entitled to it ? ”—One who possesses ‘ a hundred and twelve ’* 
or more.—Why so ?— Because of the counter-exception. In connection with 
the Jyotisfomay we find a counter-exception made in favour of ‘ the entire 
property ’ ; after having enjoined the fee of ‘ a hundred and twelve the 
text goes on to say—‘ The Priests are to be secured with this, or with one's 
entire property ’ ; which means that ‘ if the Priests be not willing to under¬ 
take the work for the prescribed fee (of a hundred and twelve)y then, they 
should be won over even by the gift of one’s entire property, ' If the men 
are not willing to undertake the work for ‘ a hundred and twelve they 
would be much less willing to do it for anything less than that. So that 
what is to be given at the Jyotistoma is either ‘ a hundred and twelve ’ or 
* the entire property ’ ;—and both these become admissible at the Vishvajit 
(which has the Jyotispoma for its Archetype) ;—and it is only one of these 
two that is emphasised in connection with the Vishvajit when it is said 
that ‘ the entire property should be given away ’. This however cannot be 
treated as an Injunction, as the giving away of the entire property has 
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already been spoken of in connection with the Jyoti^toma itself; all that this 
assertion does is to assert that what has been spoken of before (in connection 
with the Jyotiptoma) as only a possible alternative is the only alternative 
to be adopted here (in connection with the Vishvajit); and if this restriction 
is all that is done in this sentence, then what is asserted here must be the 
same as that spoken of in connection with the Jyotietoma ; —and as at this 
latter it was to be ‘a hundred and twelve or more, the entire property *, it 
must be the same at the Vishvajit also. And from this it follows that one 
who possesses less than ‘ a hundred and twelve ’ cannot be entitled to 
perform the Vishvajit, 

SOTRA (20). 

Also because it would be in keeping with (the Archetype)— 

LIKE THE ‘quarter’. 

Bhd§ya, 

The particle ‘ cha \ ‘ also has a cumulative force. 

For the following reason also, the ‘ entire property * is to be given away ; 
when more is given, the ‘ hundred and twelve * also becomes included therein ; 
[so that it is in keeping with what is done at the Archetype, Jyotistoma ; 
which would not be the case, if less than ‘ hundred and twelve ’ were given]. 
—Just as in the case of the * quarter ’ ; when a full coin is given, its quarter 
also becomes given; similarly in the case in question (when one gives away 
his ‘entire property’, ‘a hundred and twelve’ would be given away). 
[But this could be so only if the man’s entire property were not less than 
‘a hundred and twelve’. This is another reason why only such persons 
should perform the Vishvajit,^ 



Adhikarana (10): When^ in connection with ^ Fire^Imstalla-^ 
tion\ it is said that ‘unmeasured wealth should 
he given \ only another and a higher 
number is meant. 

StJTRA (21). 

[PtJRVAPAK§A]—‘‘ When the term ‘ unmeasured ’ is used, it should 
BE TAKEN AS NEGATIVING THE NUMBER OF WHAT HAS BEEN 
PREVIOUSLY ENJOINED ;—BECAUSE SUCH IS THE DIRECT 
SIGNIFICATION OF THE TERM.** 

Bhd^ya. 

In connection with Fire-Installation^ we read—‘ Ekd deyd, sad deyd, 
dvadasha deydshchaturvirhshatirdeyah, shatam d^yamy sahadram deyam, 
aparimitam deyam ’ [‘ One should be given, six should be given, twelve 
should be given, twenty-four should be given, a hundred should be given, a 
thousand should be given, an unmeasured gift should he given *]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question—^What does the clause 
‘ aparimitam d^yam * mean ? Does it lay down a prohibition, —the meaning 
being that the ‘ measured gifts * that have been spoken of—‘ one should be 
given ’ and the like— should not he given ?—Or is the ‘ unmeasured gift ’ 
something positive, and the giving of this is enjoined as to be done ? 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows :—“ When we find 
the term ‘ unmeasured ’ used, we say that it negatives the number of what 
has been previously enjoined, —i.e, the things numbered ‘ one * and the rest.— 
Why ?— Because such is the direct signification of the term ; when we hear the 
term ‘measured’, we understand it to mean counted; —this in the present 
case is ‘ one ’, and the rest ,♦—and it is all this that is negatived by the 
negative prefix (in the term a-parimitam \ ‘ wn-measured *). By inter¬ 
preting the term thus we preserve its direct signification ;—otherwise, the 
well-known meaning of the term ‘ unmeasured ’ would be abandoned, and it 
would be only through Indirect Indication that it could be assumed to mean 
‘ much *. For these reasons the words should be taken as prohibiting the 
giving of all that can be measured or counted (Aparimitam *).” 

SUTRA (22). 

[SiddhantaJ— In reality, it is only one more alternative,—being 

MENTIONED IN THE SAME WAY AS THE OTHER ALTERNATIVES. 

Bhd§ya, 

In reality, it should be treated as one more alternative, one more form 
of gift; just as ‘ one should be given * is one alternative gift, so also is the 
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clause in question (‘ an unmeasured gift should be given ’) ; hence it follows 
that what is here mentioned is similar to what has been mentioned in the 
previous clause.—“ In what does its similarity to the previous one lie ? **— 
In both cases there is Direct Declaration of what is asserted : in the previous 
clause (‘ one should be given ’), the giving is enjoined by means of the term 
‘ dlya ’ (‘ should be given ’), and in the other clause also we find the same 
term ^ deya^ aparimitam deyam'*); and when the term is there, it can 
certainly enjoin the ‘ giving If, on the other hand, ‘ negation ’ were 
taken as predicated, this could be done only on the basis of ‘ Syntactical 
Connection ’ ; and this would be weaker than ‘ Direct Declaration *.— 
Hence what is laid down in the clause in question must be one more alternative 
gift. 

As for the argument that this interpretation would go against the well- 
known meaning of the negative term in a-parimita'* (‘wn-measured’),— 
the meaning of the term (‘ aparimita ‘ unmeasured ’) as a rule does always 
set aside the etymological meaning (derived from the component parts of 
the word). 

Says the Opponent—“But when you take the term ‘unmeasured’ as 
positive, you are not accepting any well-known meaning of the word as 
a whole; what you are doing is to have recourse to Indirect IndicMiony — 
your idea being that what is many cannot be measured or counted ; hence 
* unmeasured * indicates many,''' 

That is not so. In fact, the term ‘ aparimita ’ (‘ unmeasured ’) does 
directly denote things that are so many (or much) that they cannot be mea¬ 
sured (or counted); when, for instance, it is said ‘ his wealth is immeasurable 
what is understood is that it is much. It is analogous to the case of such 
terms as {a) ‘ hushala' (‘clever’) and (6) ‘pratnna* (‘expert’), (u) The term 
‘ kushala ’ etymologically means ‘ one who chops Kusha grass ’, so that 
when a man is found to possess many of those qualities that are found in 
a elever Kusha-chopper, he is called ‘ kushala ’ (clever) ; the term ‘ kushala ’, 
by this ‘ ascension ’ (roha)^ so to say, being regarded as actually expressive of 
cleverness’ by Direct Denotation {Rudhi). (6) Similarly the term pravlna' 
etymologically means ‘one who is expert in playing upon the Lute’, and 
when a man is found to possess those qualities that are found in an expert 
LiUe-player, he is called ^ pravlrut' (expert); the term ^ pramna' being 
regarded as directly denotative of ‘ expertness ’.—^In the case in question 
also, even though (correctly speaking) there is Indirect Indication^ yet, on 
the strength of the Direct Declaration in the Veda, it is treated as Direct 
Denotation. —And thus the Direct Denotation of the term ‘ unmeasured ’ as 
a whole sets aside the denotation of its component part (the negative 
particle) ; just as we find in the case of the term ‘ ashvakarna ’ (where the 
meamng of the component parts signifies * Horse’s Ears ’, while as a 
whole the term is taken as signifying a tree). 

From all this it follows that the clause in question lays down a fresh 
alternative gift. 



Adhikarana (11): The term ^unmeasured'" should he 
taken as standing for ‘ more than a thousand \ 

StJTRA (23). 

[POrvapaksa]—“ There can be no restriction, as there is no 

DISTINCTION.*’ 

Bhdsya, 

It has been understood that the clause containing the term ‘ unmeasured ^ 
lays down another alternative gift.—Now follows the question—Does ‘ un¬ 
measured * mean leas than a thotisand ? Or more than a thousand ? 

The Purvapakaa view is that “ there can he no restriction, as there is 
no distinction ; that is, because all that the word signifies is ‘ many ’ (or 
miuih), therefore beyond that there can be no distinction made which would 
indicate whether more or less than ‘ a thousand * is meant; and when no such 
distinction can be made, then, whatever course may be adopted (whether 
more or leas than a thousand is given), it must be regarded as right. Hence 
there can he no restriction 

SUTRA (24). 

[Siddhanta]—In reality, it must be more (than a thousand), 

BECAUSE THE TERM SIGNIFIES ‘ MANY * (‘ MUCH *), AND BECAUSE 
THE OTHER (NUMBER) IS IN CLOSE PROXIMITY. 

Bhdsya. 

The particle ‘ vd ’ (‘in reality *) implies the rejection of the view set 
forth above.—It is not right that ‘ either more or less than a thousand ’ 
may be given; it is more (than a thousand) that should be given.—Why ?— 
Because the term ‘ aparimita \ ‘ unmeasured signifies ‘ many ’ (or ‘ much ’) ; 
people use the term ‘ unmeasured ’ in the sense of many (or much), as has 
been already pointed out. But ‘ many ’ (or ‘ much ’) is a relative term ; 
a thing is spoken of ‘ many ’ (or ‘ much’) when it is more than sometliing 
else ; so that until there is a correlative, the connotation of the term remains 
incomplete; just as ‘ son ’ is a relative term, and is used in connection with 
some other person, never otherwise ; and what this correlative is is determined 
by finding out what the context deals with and what is in close proximity' 
to the relative term in question. In the case in question, in close proximity to 
the term ‘ unmeasured ’, we find the term ‘ sahasram ‘ thousand ’ ; hence 
we conclude that the term ‘ unmeasured ’ stands for more than a thousand, 

SUTRA (25). 

A COMMENDATORY STATEMENT ALSO POINTS TO THE SAME CONCLUSION. 

Bhdsya, 

“How so?”—^There is the text—‘The unmeasured is superior*, which 
shows that ‘ thousand ’ is less than the ‘ unmeasured ’. 



Adhikarana ( 12 ): ' Parakrti^ {statements descriptive of 
the doings of others)^ and ‘ Purdkalpa ’ {statements 
descriptive of past events) are to he regarded 
as * Arihavada ’ {commendatory 
statement). 

SUTRA (26). 

[PtJRVAPAK§A (A) continued] —“Passages descriptive of the doings 
OF MEN AND PASSAGES DESCRIPTIVE OF PAST EVENTS ARE TO 
BE REGARDED AS (INJUNCTIONS) MEANT FOR MEN ; BECAUSE 
THE DESCRIPTIONS MUST BE FOR SOME PURPOSE.*’ 


Bhdsya, 


Passages descriptive of the doings of other people (Parakrti) and Passages 
descriptive of past everUs (Purdkalpa) form the subject-matter of the present 
Adhikarana; such, for instance, as— (a) " Baku-Vdrsxii held the opinion that 
you must cook md§as for me, as verily they do not accept other offerings’, 
—^this is Parakrti (descriptive of the doings of other people) ; and (6) as an 
example of Purdkalpa (descriptive of past events), we have the passage— 
‘ The ancients came up with flaming brands, they were struck down by 
A suras and Rdksasas and so on. 

In regard to these, there arises the question—Are these passages 
Injunctions meant for men in general ? Or for only such men as are descend¬ 
ants of the persons mentioned ? Or are they only Commendatory Statements ? 

On tWs question the Purvapaksa view (A) is as follows :—“ These are 
Injunctions, and are meant for men in general.—Why ?—-Because the descrip¬ 
tion contained in the passages must he for some purpose ; it must be with a view 
to a certain end in view that such descriptions are made; the purpose being 
that by the mention of the connection of the act with particular persons, the 
act becomes commended ; and wkat is commended comes to be actually 
done. Thus the passage must be taken as an Injunction, the sense being— 
* such and such a person has done this act, therefore others also should 
do it 


SUTRA (27). 


[PtTRVAPAK^A (A) concluded] —“Also because there is negation 

OF WHAT IS MENTIONED IN THEM.** 


Bhdsya, 

“ As a matter of fact, we also find that Injunctions like those contained 
in the passages in question are sometimes negatived, in such texts—* But 
one should not act like that * ; and there can be a negation of only that which 
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has been previously known (through an Injunction) as to he done. For this- 
reason also, the passages in question should be taken a,s Injunctions.” 

SOTRA (28). 

[PCrvapak^a (B)]—“ Or, on account of the special mention (of 

PARTICULAR PERSONS), WHAT IS ENJOINED SHOULD BE TAKEN 
AS PERTAINING TO THOSE (DESCENDED FROM THE SAID 
persons),—JUST LIKE THE ‘ FiVE-SLICBD 
OFFERING 

Bhd§ya. 

“ W© concede that what is contained in the passages under consideration is 
an Injunction meant for men; but, inasmuch as persons belonging to 
particular qotras are actually named in the passages, what is enjoined 
should be taken as meant for men belonging to those same gotraa ; what 
is indicated by the commendation is that ‘ the act should be don© *,— 
and it is foimd to be spoken of in connection with persons belonging to 
particular gotraa hence it follows that the act enjoined should be don© by 
persons belonging to those same gotraa, —Just as in connection with the 
‘ Five-sliced {PaUchavatta) offering ’, it is said that ‘ the Five-sliced offering 
is meant for those belonging to the Jatnadagni-gotra \ and hence it is taken 
as meant for only persons belonging to that gotra ; the same should be the 
case in the present instance also.” 

SUTRA (29). 

[P(Trvapak{?a (C)J—“ Inasmuch as the passage contains an 
Injunction,—and the Veda mentions certain persons (in 

CONNECTION WITH THAT INJUNCTION),—THE MENTION OF 
these SHOULD BE TREATED AS COMMENDATORY.” 

Bhdsya. 

The term ‘ but ’ implies the rejection of the view set forth in the preceding 
Sutra, 

“The passage contains an Injunction; such being the case, the mention 
of the names of persons should be taken as commendatory. As a matter of 
fact, the Veda has put forward a commendation in regard to the Injunction, 
not in regard to the person enjoined ; the naming of the person is only for 
the purpose of commending the Injunction. What the Injimction declares 
is an act, and what the commendation means is that ‘ inasmuch as the 
act enjoined has been done by such a person, it must be right * ;—in this 
the person is mentioned not as connected with the doing of the act, but 
as something to be eulogised.—‘ Why so ? ’—Because there is no other 
commendatory word in the text.—^Further, if we take the sentence as 
mentioning the act, w© admit the direct denotation of the words, while if 
we take it as asserting the connection of the act with the person, w© admit 
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what is indicated by Syntactical Connection ; and the latter is, on that account, 
weaker in authority.—From all this it follows that the sentence contains an 
Injunction, and that for all men^ not only for those descended from the 
person named.” 

[The difference between Purvapahaa (A) and (C) is that, according to (A), the 
sentence is a pure Injunction, while according to (C), it is partly Injunction and 
partly Commendation.] 

SUTRA (30). 

[Siddhaistta]— In reality, it should be taken as a commendatory 

STATEMENT, BECAUSE IT IS COMPLEMENTARY TO AN INJUNCTION ; 

HENCE IT MUST BE TAKEN AS A PURE REITERATION. 

Bhdsya. 

The view just set forth is also rejected by the use of the term ‘ in reality ’. 

The passage in question is not an Injunction meant for persons belonging 
to the same gotra as the persons named,—nor an Injunction for all men;— 
in fact it is not an Injunction at all;—^in reality it is only a commendatory 
statement.—-“Why so?” —Because it is complementary to an Injunction; in 
connection with the Parakrti passage quoted, they put forward a totally dif • 
ferent injunction as contained in the text ‘ Therefore one should eat only such 
things as grow wild in the forest ’ ; —and in connection with the Purdkalpa 
passage quoted, they put forward the injimction contained in the text— 
‘ They should cook it in the fire of the Householder and then offer it ’.—It is 
not possible for two separate injvmctions to be connected syntactically ; 
and the construction of the two passages quoted —Parakrti and Purdkalpa — 
if they were taken as Injunctions—would be entirely different from what it 
would be when they are taken as containing only commendatory statements ; 
they could not be taken as Injunction and Commendation at one and 
the same time (as it has been suggested under Su. 29).—From all this it 
follows that the passages in question are purely commendatory. 



Adhikarana (13): The term '’thousand years’’ stands for 

‘ thousand days 

SOTRA (31). 

[PCrvapaksa (A) — continued ]—“ The ‘ Thousand-year Sacrifice ’ 

MUST BE TAKEN AS BEINO FOE THOSE WHOSE LIFE-SPAN IS OF 
THAT EXTENT,—^IT BEING IMPOSSIBLE FOR HUMAN BEINGS.” 


There is the ‘ Thousand-year Sacrifice * laid down in the following text— 
‘ Panchapancli^sJiataatrivrUih samvatsardh, panchapanchdshatah panchadashdh, 
panchapanchdshatah aaptadaahdhy panclmpanchdahatah ekavimahdhy viahvaarjd- 
mayanam aahaaraaamvataaram ’ [‘ Fifty-five with tlireefold Samvataarat 

fifty-five with fifteen, fifty-five with seventeen, fifty-five with twenty-one; 
the Viahvaarjdmayana is a Thousand-year Sacrifice’]. 

In regard to this, there arises the following question—Does this passage 
mean that only those Beings are entitled to the sacrifice mentioned who live 
for a thousand years ?—Or for human beings ? If for human beings then, 
what does it mean, from among several meanings suggested later on (in the 
following Sutraa) ? Or is the term ^ 8amvataara\ ‘year’, to be taken here 
in the sense of ‘ day ’ ? 

On this question, the Purvapakaa view (A) is as follows :—“ The sacrifice 
can only be for those who live for a thousand years.—Why so ?—Becauae 
it ia impoaaihle for huinan being a ; among human beings, such a long life is 
impossible ; it is only Gandharvas and such other Celestial Beings who 
have such a long life, as has been described in the Smrtia. 

SUTRA (32). 

[PuRVAPAKSA (A)— concluded ]—“ There is a commendatory text 

WHICH ALREADY INDICATES THAT THE PERFORMERS OF THE 
SACRIFICE ARE BeINGS OTHER THAN HUMAN.” . 

Bhdsya. 

“ There is the following text—‘ When Prajdpati was creating the crea¬ 
tures, evil Death attacked Him ; He performed austerity for a thousand 
years, with a view to get rid of the evil ’ ; the * austerity ’ here referred to 
is clearly the * Thousand-year Sacrifice ’ [and it is spoken of here as having 
been performed by Prajdpati ]; from which it follows that the sacrifice is 
not for human beings.” 
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StJTRA (33). 

=[PCbvapak§a (B)]—“ Or, it must be meant to be performed by 

HUMAN beings, AS IT IS THEIR SPHERE OF ACTIVITY.** 

Bhd§ya, 

The term ‘ or ’ implies the rejection of the view [Purvapakaa (A)] set 
forth above. 

“ The sacrifice is not for Oandharvas and other celestial beings: it is 
human beings that are to be taken as entitled to the performance of the 
sacrifice.—^Why ?— Because it is their sphere of activity ; that is, scriptural 
Injunctions have been found to appertain to the activity of human beings ; 
as they alone are capable of fulfilling all the details of actions laid down in 
the Injunctions.—‘ But human beings cannot live so long.’— Answer : 
They can attain longevity by means of medicines.” 

StJTRA (34). 

[Refutation of POrvapak§a (B)] —That cannot be ; because they 

DO NOT POSSESS THAT CAPACITY. 

Bhdsya. 

No medicines have been found to possess the capacity of prolonging 
life to the extent of a thousand years. All that they are capable of doing 
is—the improving of digestive powers, the removal of wrinkles and grey hair, 
the improving of voice and complexion and the resuscitation of memory ;— 
they are never found to bring about longevity.—“ From the improvement 
of voice and complexion and other signs, we shall infer a longer life also.”— 
'That is not possible, we say.—” Why ? ”—Because there is the text declaring 
that ‘a man’s life extends to a hundred years’ Shatdyurvai purusah'*)\ 
and this would not be true if a man were to live longer.—“ We may expound 
the compound word ^ Shatayu* as ^ Shatdni dyuh yasya\ ‘one whose span 
of life extends over hundreds of years —^Numerals are n6t compounded in 
this fashion ; nor are they expressive (even when formed). The learned 
people have also declared that ‘ there can be no compounding of words with 
the dual or the plural endings *. 

StJTRA (36). 

[Fubtheb bbfutation of PCbvapak^a (B)]— Also because no 

CONNECTION HAS EVER BEEN PERCEIVED. 

Bhd§ya, 

Never have medicines ever been found to be connected with such 
longevity (as extends over a thousand years); and imtil such a connection 
has been actually perceived there can be no inference from it.—“ There 
could be an inference from general premises: Medicines are actually found to 
bring about smaller degrees of stability, and it stands to reason that, if they 
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were repeatedly taken, they would become more and more effective and would 
bring about a permanent stability in the body. Though there is the declara¬ 
tion ‘ The man’s life-span extends to a hundred years yet we find people 
actually living longer than that.”—^The answer to this is as follows :— 
The premiss suggested is not true beyond doubt; even though it may be 
that the medicines used bring about all that is possible in the way of the 
stability of the body, even to such an extent as has never before been per¬ 
ceived ;—for instance, when walking, people may attain all the speed possible, 
but by mere repetition they could not proceed even four miles, diiring the 
whole of their human life. So that in the case in question, as there would 
be no connection (between the medicines and longevity)^ it would always be 
open to doubt whether or not people (using the medicines) would secure 
longevity; and if this remains doubtful, there can be no inference from tliat 
premiss ; and in the matter of imperceptible things, nothing can be accepted 
without sufficient proof.—From all this it is clear that without doubt there 
are no persons living so long (as a thousand years),—and this is what has 
been asserted regarding human beings. 

Question —“ What then does the text mean ? ” 

[In answer we have the following Sutra^ which sets forth the third 
Purvapaksa view.] 

SUTRA (36), 

[PtJRVAPAK§A (C)]—“What is laid down should be regarded 
AS A ‘ Function for Generations —says Kar^najini ; 

AS IT is impossible FOR A SINGLE MAN.'' 

Blm§ya. 

“If the sacrifice is meant for human beings, then it must be regarded 
as a ^Function for Generations —this is the opinion that has been held by 
the teacher, Kdrsndjini. —‘ For what reason ? ’— Because it is impossible for 
one man. The Injunction is for men, and no single man can complete the 
sacrifice ; it being then necessary to find out how the sacrifice could be per¬ 
formed, the only possible course appears to be that several capable men should 
undertake the performance,—and their descendants would carry on what 
ha,s been begun and would finish it in due course of time.” 

SUTRA (37). 

[Refutation of PUrvapak^a (C)]—In reality, inasmuch as the 

ENTIRE PERFORMANCE SHOULD BE CONNECTED WITH A SINGLE 
performer, THE PERFORMANCE OF THE SACRIFICE 
SHOULD BE DONE BY A SINGLE PERSON. 

Bhd§ya, 

It has been understood (under Sil. 3. 7. 18 et seq,) that the fruit of 
actions laid down in the scriptures accrue to the performer; and also that 
that man alone is entitled to perform a sacrifice who is capable of doing it. 
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SHABABA-BHA^YA : 


For these reasons, the theory of the sacrifice in question being a ‘ function 
for generations * cannot be accepted.—“ What then does it mean ? ”— 
What it is taken to mean is that the mere knowledge and reciting of the 
text (laying down the sacrifice) is a duty; and in support of this there is the 
Vedic declaration that ‘ the Veda should be studied * [and the text in question 
is part of the Veda]. “ Then in that case, on the strength of the text, it 
should be believed that if people perform the sacrifice in question, then 
longevity increases.”—This also cannot be accepted ; as there is no ground 
for such a belief ; in support of such a belief, we have neither a scriptural text 
nor any other source of knowledge.—“ Presumption would be the requisite 
proof ; as without such a notion, the text would be useless ”.—The answer 
to this is that it would not be useless ; the mere reading of the text would 
be productive of an ‘ unseen ’ result; and in a general way, it is much 
simpler to assume an ‘ unseen ’ result in general than to assume the particular 
unseen result that ‘ longevit 3 '^ increases ’.—Or it may be admitted that the 
passage does become useless ; it is better to admit that than to assume a 
result for which there is no reason.—“ T'wo hundred and fifty men might 
be initiated for the performance and these would finish the sacrifice in four 
years.”—But this would militate against the number of performers fixed 
by ordinance ; this has been done by such ordinances as ‘ not more than 
twenty‘four and not less than seventeen persons should undertake the per¬ 
formance of a Satra \“ In order to save a text from becoming useless, 
we might give up the fixed number.”—That would not be right; since 
there is a result following from the mere reading of the text (which thus 
cannot be regarded as 'useless). Hence the solution suggested is not right. 

Question —“• What then is the meaning ? ” 

Answer —It is as follows ;— 

SUTRA (38). 

Thebjb bexng mutual inconsistency, one of the two terms must 
BE taken in the INDIRECT FIGURATIVE SENSE,—SAYS 
LiBUKAYANA. 

Bhdsya, 

In this case, one of the two terms must be taken in an indirect figurative 
sense ; either the term ‘ samvatsara ’ (year) is to be taken as standing for 
what is not-samvatsara, or the term ‘ panchapanchdshaiah ’ is to be taken 
in a figurative sense.—Why so ?—Because there is mutual inconsistency ; if 
both the terms are taken as laying down what is directly expressed by them, 
then there is an inconsistency.—How ?—There would be syntactical split 
if it were the ‘ fifty-five ’, and not the ‘ years *, that were ‘ threefold ’ ; 
on the other hand, if the ‘ years ’ were ‘ threefold *, then the ‘ fifty-five ’ 
could not be so,—By reason of this inconsistency, one or the other one of 
the two expressions must be taken in an indirect figurative sense.—Such is 
the opinion that has been held by the teacher, Ldhukdyana, 
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It is the term ‘ year ’ that should be taken in an indirect 

FIGURATIVE SENSE ; BECAUSE IT IS SOMETHING VARIABLE. 

Bhdsya. 

It has been said that one of the two terms should be taken in its indirect 
figurative sense ; it has got to be decided which one it is to be. That is what is 
explained here. It is tlio term 8amvatsara\ ‘year’, that should be taken as 
used here in an indirect figurative sense.-—Why so ?— Because it is something 
variable ; as a matter of fact, the connotation of the term ‘ year ’ is variable ; 
for instance, (1) there is the ‘ year ’ called ‘ sdvana ’ (‘ solar ’), consisting of 
a definite number of days, (2) then there is the ‘year’ consisting of the 
three seasons—Winter, Summer and Rains, and (3) lastly there is the 
‘ lunar year ’ ; and it can therefore be referred to in several ways. As for 
the term ‘ pahchapahchdshatah ’ on the other hand, it connotes a definite 
number, and ceases to be applicable if that number is less even by one. 

SUTRA (40). 

[PtTRVAPAKSA (D)]—“ ThAT WORD (‘ SAMVATSARA ‘ YEAR ') SHOULD 

BE TAKEN AS IN THE CASE OF THE ARCHETYPE ; BECAUSE THAT 
IS WHAT SHOULD BE APPLICABLE HERE.” 

Bhdsya. 

“ In connection with the Oavdmayana sacrifice (which is the Archetype 
of the Sahasrasamvatsara sacrifice), months have been spoken of, and it has 
been explained that in that context the term ‘ Sarhvatsara * (‘ year ’) stands 
for the monthf the text being ‘ it is the month that is the year Consequently 
in the present instance also, it must be ‘ fifty-five months ’ that are meant; 
hence ‘ Thousand Years ’ should be taken as standing for ‘ Thousand Months \ 
—* But in that case the term Sahasrasamvatsara^ Thousand-year sacrifice^ 
would not be applicable.’—The answer to that is that the term ‘ Saha¬ 
srasamvatsara ’ is only a name, and it does not connote an accessory detail 
(in the shape of the period of time) ; and certainly a mere name is never 
enjoined (or predicated); and so long as it is not enjoined, it can be applied 
on the basis of any connotation that may be found suitable.” 


This view [Purvapaksa (D)] also is not acceptable; this also is open to 
the same objection. Because even so [‘ thousand months ’ would mean 
over 83 years, and] no man would live so long as to complete this course 
(of 83 years), because it would have to start after liis marriage, Fire- 
installation and the Soma-sacrifices [so that by the time he would complete the 
* Sahasrasamvatsara * sacrifice, he should have become very much more 
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shababa-bhIi^ya : 


than 100 years old]; and the inevitable result would be that, if one were to 
undertake the performance of this sacrifice, his life-span would be spent up 
before the sacrifice is completed.—So that it would appear more reasonable 
to assiune an imseen result to follow from the mere reading of the text 
(enjoining the sacrifice). 

“ In that case, inasmuch as the Dvddashdha is the Archetype, we 
may take it as ‘ fifty-five twelve-days * ; in support of this we have the 
text saying ‘ Twelve-night periods are the replica of the year ’ ; [so that 
‘Thousand years* would stand for ‘Thousand Twelve-days'.'winch, would 
mean only a little over 33 years^ ; and this will not be open to the said 
objection (of the period being too long for a man’s life-span).” 

This is not possible ; because in the text quoted.—‘ Dvddasha vai rdt- 
ryah samvatsarasya pratimdh' [‘ Twelve-nights are the replica of the year *]— 
—the term ^ r&tri' (‘night’) is not dependent for its connection upon the 
term ^ sarhvcUsara' (‘year’), because it is connected directly with the 
term ‘ pratimd ’ (‘ replica ’). Further, the phrase used in the original text is 
‘ parichaparlchdshatah trivftah ’ and the term ‘ trivrt ’ (‘ threefold ’) has been 
foimd to be used in the sense of ‘Twelve Days', not ‘Twelve Nights', — 
From all this it is clear that what has been suggested in the Sutra (40) is 
not right. 

SUTRA (41). 

[Final Siddhanta]—In reality, the term should be taken as 

STANDING FOR ‘DAYS’, AS IT IS THE NUMBER OF DAYS THAT 
ARE REFERRED TO (iN THE TERM ‘ TRIVRT’). 

Bhd§ya. 

The term ‘ in reality ’ implies the rejection of the view set forth under 
the foregoing Sutra ; it is not true that what are meant are ' Fifty-five 
twelve-day-periods' ; because it is days that are referred to in the term ‘ trivrt', 
Hence the term ‘ samvatsara' (‘year ’) must be taken as standing for ‘day 

Or (the Sutra may be explained in the following manner):—The term 
‘ in reality * implies the rejection of the Purvapak§a view. What are meant 
are not ‘ fifty-five months but ‘ days ’. Because at the Dvddashdha. what 
forms the subject of the Context is the ‘ Trivrt' Day ; and the term 
‘ samvatsara ' (‘ year ’) has been applied to the day. in the following text— 
‘The Sun is all the seasons; when the Sun rises, it is Spring (Vasanta) ; 
when it is forenoon, it is Summer (Qnsma) ; when it is midday, it is Rains 
(Var§d)\ when it is afternoon, it is Autumn (Sharat); when the S\m sets, 
it is Winter (Hemanta) and Mid-winter (Shishira)' ; in this way all the seasons 
are gone through during the day; and all the seasons go to make up the 
year. It is for this reason that the Day is spoken of by means of the word 
‘ samvatsara ' (‘ year ’). 

Then again, in the phrase ^pahchaparichdshatah trivftah\ the number 
‘ fifty-five ’ pertains to the Trivfts ;—^the ‘ Dvddashardtri ’ (Twelve nights) 
do not constitute the Trivft; as the Trivft is only one day during the 
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Dvddaahdha sacrifice;—any co-ordination between the number of ‘ Trimt ^ 
and the Dvddashardtra could not be possible on the basis of Direct Denota¬ 
tion ; it could be got at only through the indirect indication of the relationship 
of the Trivrt Day ;—on the other hand, the Tri-ofi, Day is a direct reference 
to the number ; hence its co-ordination could be got at by Direct Denotation ; 
—and Direct Denotation is more powerful than Indirect Indication .—^From 
all this it follows that when the text speaks of ‘ fifty-five ’ in connection with 
‘ year *, it is days that are meant. 


End of Pdda vii of Adhydya VI, 
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ADHYAYA VI. 

PADA VIII. 


Adhikarana (1) : Only a person who has not installed the 
Fire is entitled to perform the ‘ Chaturhotr-homa \ 

SUTRA (1). 

[PtJRVAPAKSA (A)]—The Homa, even though independent and 

NOT SUBSIDIARY TO A SACRIFICE, SHOULD BE OFFERED INTO 
THE CONSECRATED FIRE ; BECAUSE IT IS PRECEDED BY THE 
Il§TI ; AND BECAUSE THE INSTALLATION (OF FiRE) 
APPERTAINS TO ALL (OFFERINGS).” 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Chaturhotr-hornas we read—‘ PrajdJcdmam 
chaturhotrd ydjayet, chaturgrhltamdjyam grhltvd chaturhotdram vydchakaita 
purvena grahendrdham juhuydt tadiUtarendrdham ’ [‘ If a man desires offspring, 
one should sacrifice for him with the ChMurhotr-mantra ; taking up the 
Chaturgrhlta Clarified Butter, one should recite the Chaturhoir-mantra^ and 
with the first cup he should offer one-half of it and with the sec.ond cup, the 
other half ’ ]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question—Are oblations like these 
to be offered in Fires consecrated through the performance of the Pavamdna- 
Isti ? Or also in Fires not consecrated ?—There are other alternatives 
also which will be discussed in due cour.se. 

On this question, the Purvapaksa (A) is as follows :—“ Oblations like 
those in question should be offered into the consecrated Fires, even though 
it be not subsidiary to any sacrifice. Though the Darvi-homa oblations are 
independent (and self-sufficient) and as such do not require any details from 
any other sacrifices,—yet the nature of the Ahavaniya and other Fires is 
such that they call for the Homa and other offerings, on account of such 
Vedic texts a.s—‘ When one offers an oblation into the Ahavaniya Fire, 
his desires become satisfied Thus all Homas being preceded by the 
lati {Pavamdna), it follows that oblations like the one in question should be 
offered into the consecrated Fires.” 

StJTRA (2). 

{Refutation of P^rvapak^a (A)] —But the fact that the 

‘ ChATURHOTR-HOMAS ’ HAVE BEEN SPOKEN OF AS ‘ ISTT ’ SHOWS 
THAT THEY ARE TO BE OFFERED INTO UNCONSECRATBD FiRE. 

Ehd§ya, 

The term ‘ but * sets aside the view set forth in Su, (1). 
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A.S a matter of fact, the Chaturhotr-homas are to be offered into uncon¬ 
secrated Fires ; this is clearly shown by the following text—‘ This Isti, 
Chaturhotr, is for one who has not installed the Fires ’; this means that 
though, as a rule, there are no ‘ latia ’ for one who has not installed the 
Fires, yet the Chaturhotr-oblations , constitute the Isfi for him alone ;— 
and this clearly shows that oblations like these {Chaturhotr) are to be per¬ 
formed by one who has not installed the Fires. Hence they should be 
offered into unconsecrated Fires. 

Says the Opponent—“ A more indicative reason j:)roves nothing, an 
injunctive text should be pointed out 

In answer to this we have the following Sutra :— 

SUTRA (3). 

There is an actual Injunction, it being something not already 

KNOWN. 

Bhdsya. 

The following would be the requisite Injunction in regard to offerings 
not subsidiary to any sacrifice— " Esd andhitdgneh lcrlyd'‘ [‘Such is the 
performance by one who has not installed the Fires ’]. It is when taken 
thus that the declaration (herein contained) serves a useful purpose ; Other¬ 
wise a more assertion would be useless ; and the sentence quoted has the 
Injunctive force. Hence it should be taken as the injunction of offering 
Homa into unconsecratod fires. 


SUTRA (4). 


[PtlRVAPAKfjA (B)] —‘‘ This should apply to all oblations because 

THERE IS NO DISTINCTION. 

Bhdsya. 


Says a third party—“ We admit that the text quoted is an Injunction ; 
but we do not admit that it applies to only such oblations as are not subsidiary 
to a sacrifice ; as a matter of fact, it should apply to all oblations —those 
that are subsidiary to a sacrifice, as also those, like the Chaturhotr-homa ^ 
which are not subsidiary to a sacrifice.—Why so ?— -Because there is no dis¬ 
tinction ; there is no such distinction as that ‘ what is laid down here pertains 
to such oblations as are subsidiary to a sacrifice, and not to those that are 
not subsidiary to a sacrifice *.—Hence what has been laid down (regarding 
oblations being offered in unconsecrated fire) should apply to all oblations.’* 
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SHABABA-BHll^YA : 

SUTRA (5). 


[Siddhanta] —In reauty, there are nq sacrifices that can 
BE performed by ONE WHO HAS NOT INSTALLED THE FlRES ; 

HENCE WHAT HAS BEEN LAID DOWN HERE APPLIES TO 
ONLY SUCH OBLATIONS AS ABB NOT SUBSIDIARY 
TO ANY SACRIFICE. 

Bhdsya, 

The term ‘ in reality ’ implies the rejection of the view set forth in the 
Purvapaksa, 

As a matter of fact, the detail that has been laid down applies to only 
those oblations that are not subsidiary to a sacrifice, and not to those that 
are subsidiary to a sacrifice.—^Why so ?— 'Because there ia no sacrifice for 
one who has not installed the Fires ; as a matter of fact, there are no sacrifices 
to be performed by one who has not installed the Fires ;—and if a subsidiary 
to a sacrifice were done by itself alone (not along with the sacrifice to which 
it ia subsidiary), it would serve no useful purpose; because no other result 
can be assumed to follow from it, as there would be no authority for such an 
assumption. As for the declaration, there is another purpose that might 
be served by it; it cannot justify the assumption that a sacrifice may be 
performed by one who has not installed the Fires.—^From all this it follows 
that what has been laid down applies to such oblations as are not subsidiary 
to a sacrifice. 


SUTRA (6). 

[Says the Opponent] —“ In fact, it should be mere repetition of 
THE Mantra ; as there is no fire.” 

Bhd§ya, 


The particle ‘ ’ (‘in fact ’) implies the rejection of the view just set 

forth. 

“ Oblations like those in question are not to be offered into the un¬ 
consecrated fire.—^Why ?—^Because the Installation of Fire is a necessary 
auxiliary to all kinds of sacrifices.—‘ But there is the declaration to the 
effect that this is the Isti far one who has not installed the Fire, ’—^That is not 
what it means, we reply; this declaration may be taken as a commendation 
of the repetition of the Mantra ; what have been commended in the declaration 
just quoted are those acts that are in the form of repeating certain Mantras^ 
—not all the Ghaturhotr•oblations. It is only thus that such peissages as 
‘ One should pour oblations into the Ahatyanlya Fire * can serve a useful 
purpose.” 
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[Answer]—Inasmuch as the act has been eulogised as an ‘ *, 

IT MUST BE understood AS ^ HOMA ’ ; THE MENTION OF ‘ FiRES * 

IS WITHOUT REFERENCE TO' ANY PARTICULAR ACT ; HENCE 
IT MAY APPLY TO OTHER ACTS, IT CANNOT APPLY 
TO THE OBLATIONS IN QUESTION. 

Bhd§ya, 

It has been argued that “ the declaration that ‘ the act done by one who 
has not installed the Fires is similar to the Isti * refers to repetitions of 
Mantras **.—But that is not so. The declaration is not to be construed as 
‘ This act that is done by the person who has Dot installed the Fires is similar 
to the Isti —^Why ?—Because the mere reiteration of similarity would be 
useless. While in the other interpretation, the declaration would be an 
Injunction and as such serve a useful purpose, the injunction being—‘ This 
act of Isti is to be done by one who has not installed the Fires ’ ; thus the 
commendation of the Isti must be regarded as a reference to the Homa- 
oblations ; because ‘ Isti ’ is sacrijicey and that same, when accompanied by 
the further act of throwing the oblations into some receptacle (Fire or Water), 
becomes ^ Homa \—It has been argued that “the consecrated Ahavaniya 
Fire is for the purpose of all kinds of Homa*\ —But the declaration that 
has been quoted to that effect is not with reference to the Chaiurhotr-ohkUionSy 
but to Homas in general, without any specification ; and as it cannot apply 
to the Chaturhotf-homasy it could be applied to other Homas ; while as for the 
Chaiurhotr-homasy these have been declared as to be done by one who has 
not installed the Fires; hence the consecrated Ahavaniya Fire cannot be an 
auxiliary to these Homas, 

StJTRA (8). 


[Objection]—“ They must be for both, like the ‘ PrrRYAJffA 

Bhdsya, 

“It is not right to say that the Chaturhotr-homas are to be offered 
by only one has not installed the Fires ; because, as a matter of fact, 
they must be for bothy like the Pitryajha; just as the Pitryajna is performed 
by one who has installed the Fires as well as by one who has not installed 
the Fires ;—similarly would the Chaturhotr-homas also be performed by 
both.—How do you know this ?—^It has been already explained that if the 
declaration is taken as a mere reiteration, then the Homas should be per¬ 
formed by those who have installed the Fires; while if it is taken as an 
Injunction, then the Homas should be performed by one who has not in¬ 
stalled the Fires. When both the interpretations are possible, it cannot be 
right to reject what is clearly expressed by the words.—^Hence we conclude 
that the Chaturhotr-homas are to be performed by both—one who has 
installed the Fires, as well as one who has not installed the Fires.” 
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SHABARA-BHA?YA : 

SUTRA (9). 


[Answer]—In reality, the mention is of one who has not installed 
THE Fires ; because the Fire has not been mentioned 
with reference to any particular act. 

Bhdsya. 

It is not right that the Chaturhotr^hotnaa should be performed by both 
(one who has installed the Fire, and one who has not installed them).— 
Why ?—Because the declaration is in reference to one who has not installed 
the Fires. The person to whom the declaration—‘ This lati is for one who 
has not installed the Fires ’—is applied is not one who has installed the Fires; 
because the force of the declaration does not justify that interpretation. 
Even if the declaration were taken as commendatory, that would not be 
incompatible with our view. Lastly, it has been already explained that 
the text ‘ Homa is to be offered into the consecrated Ahavanlya Fire ’ does 
not refer to the Chaturhotr'homas only.—From all this it follows that Homas 
like those in question are for men who have not installed the Fires. 

StJTRA (10). 

As REGARDS THE PlTRYAJf^A, IT HAS BEEN REPEATED AFTER HAVING 
BEEN ALREADY LAID DOWN. 

Bhdsya, 

It has been argued that “ the case of the Homaa in question would be 
like those of the Pitryajna ”.—But in the case of the Pitryajim it is only 
right that it should be performed by one who has installed the Fires, as well 
as by one who has not installed the Fires; because after having been laid down 
in connection with one who has installed the Fires, it is repeated again—‘ It 
should be done also by one who has not installed the Fires ’; this text, saying 
that ‘it can be done also by one who has not installed the Fires ’, makes it 
possible for the Anvdhdrya offering to bo cooked on the unconsecrated Fire. 
In the case of the Chaturhotr-homas on the other hand, we do not have both 
these declarations; here there is only one declaration to the effect that 
‘ It is the Isti foL* one who has not installed the Fires’,—the term ‘also’ 
not being there. Hence the case of the Chaturhotr-homas is not analogous 
to that of the Pitryajna, 

[Manda^a Mishra makes a separate Adhikarana which is only a corollary to 
what has been said under Su. 5. The question is—Are all Chaturhotr-hornas to 
be done in unconsecrated Fire ? Or only those that are not subsidiary to a sacrifice ? 
The Siddhdnta is that those that are subsidiary to a sacrifice can be performed only 
in consecrated Fires and hence only by those who have installed their own Fires.] 



Adhikarana (2): The Homa in connection with the 
^ Upanayana \ ‘ Brahmic Initiation \ is to he 
offered into the Unconsecrated Fire. 

StJTRA (11). 

rPCBVAPAK^A]—“ When going to perform the ‘ Brahmic Initiation 

ONE SHOTTED ‘ INSTALL ’ THE FiRES ; BECAUSE THEBE IS ‘ HOMA ’ 

TO BE OFFERED.” 

Bhdsya. 

There is the text—‘ Upanayamstiarhhirjuliuydt ’ [‘ When going to 

perform the Brahmic Initiation one should offer the Homa with three 
Mantras ’]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question—Is this Homa to be offered 
into Fires consecrated by the rites of ‘ Installation ’ ? Or into unconsecrated 
ones ? 

On this question, the Purvapakm view is as follows :—“ When going to 
perfortn the Brahmic Initiation, one should install the Fires ;—^why ?— 
because there is Homa to be offered, —into the Ahavanxya (consecrated) Fire,— 
according to the text—‘ When one offers Homa into the Ahavanxya Fire, 
thereby his desired end is fulfilled —From this it follows that these Homas 
(connected with the Upanayana) are to bo offered only after Fire-installation 
has been done.” 

SUTRA (12). 

[Siddhanta]— In reality, like the ‘ sacrifice offered by the 

Nisada-chief the Homas are to be offered into the 
‘ ordinary ' Fire, because they precede the acquisi¬ 
tion OF learning. 

Bhdsya. 

It is not the right view that the Homas in question should be offered 
after the Installation of Fire ;—the right view is that they should be offered 
in the ordinary (unconsecrated) Fire;—why ?— because they precede the 
acquisition of learning; i.e. these Homas are offered for the purpose of 
acquiring learning; while it is only after one has acquired learning that he 
becomes entitled to perform the Fire-Installation Rites,—as before that 
he has not the requisite capacity ;—hence it is not possible that the Homas 
in connection with Brahmic Initiation should be offered after the Fire- 
Installation.—In fact, it should be as in the case of the sacrifice offered 
by the Nisada-chief (which is offered in unconsecrated Fires). [Vide 
Adhikarana (3), below]. 
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SHABABA-BHA$YA : 


SUTRA (13). 

Then again, ‘ Fire-installation ’ is connected with ‘ wife 

Bhd^ya, 

‘ Fire-installation ’ has been declared to be ‘ connected with wife ’ ;— 
and the ‘ taking of wife * comes after the acquisition of learning ;—from this 
also it follows that ‘ Fire-installation * cannot precede (the Homaa offered 
at the Brahmic Initiation). 

Says the Opponent—“ The ‘ taking of wife ’ that is done before Fire- 
installation would serve the purposes of sacrificial acts, while that which is 
done after the Fire-installaticm,—on the strength of the declaration to that 
effect,—would serve the purpose of begetting offspring 

This is answered in the following Sutra :— 

SUTRA (14). 

The ‘ taking of wife ’ done after the Fire-installation would 

BE WRONG ; BECAtrSE IT IS BY MEANS OF SACRIFICIAL ACTS 
THAT THE FiRES ARB BROUGHT TOGETHER. 

Bhdaya, 

The ‘ taking of wife *, if done after Fire-installation, would be wrong ;— 
why ?—because the Ahavanlya and other Fires are brought together by means 
of aacriflcial acta [so that for these acts the wife would be essential, and 
this would have to be done before the Fire-installation]. Then again, it 
has been settled that the Fires are installed by man for his own purpose. 
Hence it is not right to say that the ‘ taking of wife ’ could be done at both 
times (i.e. before as well as after the Fire-installation). 

STJTRA (15). 

It would be as in the case of the Shraddha ”,—if this is urged 
[then the answer would be as in the next Sutra']. 

Bhd§ya. 

Says the Opponent—“ Just as the Pirvda-'pitr'yaj'ha ’ is performed by 
one who has installed the Fires as well as by one who has not installed the 
Fires, so would the ‘ taking of wife ’ be done by both 

This has got to be refuted (which is done below)-— 

SOTRA (16). 

That cannot be ; as that would be contrary to the Vedic 

DECLARATION. 

Bhdaya. 

What has been urged above cannot be done; as such a course would 
be contrary to the Vedic declaration. If it were taken as suggested, and 
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the * taking of wife ’ were done before the acquisition of learning, this 
would be contrary to the declaration that the ‘ taking of wife ’ should 
come after the acquisition of learning [and learning is essential for Fire- 
installation].—“ But the marriage done before the acquisition of learning 
would be for a definite purpose, and would be different from the marriage 
laid down as to be done after the acquisition of learning,”—^That cannot be ; 
because it is just for the regulation of the marriage for a purpose that the 
time is restricted (to after the acquisition of learning) ; and the Brahmic 
Initiation also is for the purpose of being able to perform the sacrificial 
acts ; and if this were done after the marrying of the second wife, there 
would be an incongruity. 

StJTRA (17). 

Inasmuch as a single wife serves all purposes, the purpose of 

BEGETTING A SON SHOULD NOT PROMPT (A SECOND MARRIAGE). 

Bhdsya. 

It might be argued that—“ The wife taken before Fire-installation serves 
the purposes of sacrificial acts, while that taken after the Fire-installation 
would serve the purpose of begetting offspring ; so that there would be no 
incongruity or inconsistency ”. 

The answer to this is as follows :—What has been suggested is not right; 
because the wife (once taken) serves all purposes^ and she could not be regarded 
as being for the purposes of offspring only. It has been declared (under 
6. 1. 13) that ‘the desire for results proceeding from sacrifices is equally 
present in the woman also ’.—For this reason also there cannot be two 
marriages. 

Then again, we find the following declaration in Smrtis —‘In matters 
relating to Duty, Property and Pleasure, she shall not be neglected * ; 
and if a second wife were taken, the first one would certainly be neglected. 
For this reason also there should not be two marriages. One and the same 
wife would serve both the purposes—of sacrificial acts and of begetting 
offspring.—And this wife is to be taken after the acquisition of Learning. 

From all this it follows that the Homas in connection with the Brahmic 
Initiation (which precede the acquisition of Learning) cannot be offered in 
consecrated Fires [as consecration of Fires can come only after Marriagey 
and it has been shown that there can be no marriage before the acquisUion of 
Learning. ] 

SUTRA (18). 

But in view of what is declared regarding the Soma-drinker 
(not taking a second wife), it follows that ordinarily a 
SECOND MARRIAGE IS PERMISSIBLE ; HENCE ONE MAY 
MARRY (a SECOND TIME). 

Bhdsya. 

[The Siddhdntin demurs to part of what has been said under the preceding 
Sutral —We admit that before the Brahmic Initiation there can be no wife; 
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but when it is said that ‘ there can be one and only one wife we cannot 
admit that. Just as there is the Smrti-text that ‘ The wife should not be ignored 
in matters relating to Duty, Property and Pleasure and that ‘ while 
there is a wife endowed with virtue and offspring, one should not take 
another —similarly we have also the Smrti-text to the effect that ‘ on the 
failure of one, one should take another Hence if one’s wife is not endowed 
with virtue and offspring, he should certainly take another. 

What is declared regarding the Soma-drinker ^—this is a reference to 
the Arthavdda-ipsLSsage ‘ The Soma-drinker should not marry another 
wife’, which (denying the second wife to the Soma-drinker alone) shows that 
ordinarily a second wife may be taken. 

SUTRA (19). 

As REGARDS THE ‘ PlTRYAJ^fA IT IS REGARDED AS TO BE PERFORMED 
BEFORE FiRE-INSTALLATION (ALSO), BECAUSE A DECLARATION 
TO THAT EFFECT IS ACTUALLY FOUND. 

Bhdsya, 

Question —“ How then are there both times for the Pitryajria (i.e. 
before Fire-installation as well as after it) ? ” 

Answer —To that effect we find a distinct declaration—‘ It may be 
performed also by one who has not installed the Fires ’; it is on account of 
this express declaration that the Pltryajna is performed even before Fire- 
installation. 



Adhikarana (3) : The ‘ Sthapati-Isti ’ is to be performed 
with unconsecrated Fire. 

SUTRA (20). 

[POrvapaksa]—“ The ‘ Sthapati-Isti ’ should necessitate the 

CONSECRATION OF FiRE, LIKE THE PrAYAJAS, WHICH SHOULD 
END WITH THE ‘ Ij^TI AS IT IS MEANT FOR THAT 
PURPOSE ALONE.” 

Bhdsya. 

There is the ‘ Sthapati-Iati ’ (Sacrifice performed by the Niadda chief) 
enjoined in the text ‘ One should offer a sacrifice for the Nisada chief *. 

In regard to this, there arises the question—Should this sacrifice be 
performed in Fires consecrated with the Installation-rites ? Or in the ordinary 
(unconsecrated) Fires ? 

On this question, the Purvapakaa view is as follows :—“ It should be 
performed in consecrated Fires.—How so ?—Because of such declarations as 
‘ Horna should bo offered in the Aluivanlya Fire —‘ But for the Shudra, 
there can bo no Ahavanlya Fire, and hence the said declaration cannot apply 
to the case in question.’—The answer to this is that it is just the said 
declaration that would necessitate the installing of the Ahavanlya Fire ; 
just as the force of the General Law' (that ‘ the Ectype is to be performed 
like the Archetype’) necessitates the performance of the PraydjaSy though 
these latter have not been spoken of in any text.—Further, the Ahavanlya 
Fire, which has been set up only for the piupose of the particular sacrifice, 
should end with that sacrifice ; that is, the Fires having been consecrated.solely 
for the purpose of performing the .sacrifice in question, they should end 
upon the completion of that sacrifice ; their maintenance has been declared 
to be for the visible purpose (of providing the receptacle for the offerings 
made at the sacrifice); and hence when that purpose has been served, they 
need not be maintained any longer.” 

SUTRA (21). 

[Siddhanta]— In reality, the sacrifice should be performed in 

THE ordinary FiRE ; BECAUSE THE ‘ INSTALLATION OF FiRE ' 

IS NOT AN AUXILIARY TO ALL (ACTS). 

Bhdsya, 

The phrase ‘ in reality * implies the rejection of the view^ set forth above. 

The sacrifice in question should be performed in the ordinary Fire, not 
in consecrated ones.—^Why ?— Because the ‘ Installation of Fire ’ is not an 
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auxiliary to all acta ; as a matter of fact, the Fires are auxiliary to the acts, 
and ‘ Installation ’ is auxiliary to the Fires, not to the Acts, Aa there is 
no authority, in the shape of ‘ Direct Assertion * and the rest, for it, the 
Installation cannot be necessitated by the Act; in fact, on the strength 
of ‘ Syntactical C(?nnection *, it should be regarded as necessitated or prompt¬ 
ed by the Fire. Then again, what comes into the sacrifice by virtue of the 
General Law is only what is due to the Darsha-Purimmdsa sacrifice (which is 
the Archetype of the sacrifice in question), and not what is due to the sub¬ 
stance used.—From all this it follows that the Sthapati-Isti is to be 
performed in ordinary Fire. 



Adhikarana (4) : The Expiatory Sacrifice of ‘ Avakirni- 
Pashu ’ should be performed in the unconsecrated 

Fire. 

SOTRA (22). 

The ‘ AvakIrni-Pashtj ’ sacbifice also should be dealt with as 

THE foregoing (Sthapati-I§ti) ; because the time for 
the Installation of Fire has not arrived. 

Bhdsya, 

The ‘ AvaJdrrki-Paahu ’ sacrifice has been laid down in the text— 

‘ Brahmachdri avakUrnl nairrtam gardahhamdlahhUa * [‘ The Religious Student 
who has become an avakin^in (by emitting his semen) should sacrifice an 
(one-eyed) ass to Nirrti^], 

In regard to this, there arises the question—Should Fires be ‘ installed ’ 
for the purpose of this sacrifice ? Or should it be offered like the Sthapati- 
lati (in the ordinary Fire) ? 

The words of the Sutra—The Avaklrt).i~Paahu sacrifice also should he 
dealt with as the foregoing —mean to extend the application of the whole of 
the foregoing Adhikarami to the present case ; so that the Purvapakaa of 
this Adhikarana is the same as the Purvapaksa of the preceding Adhikarana^ 
and the Siddhdnta also is the same. That is, the Purvapaksa view is that 
“ Fire-installation is done for all acts, hence the A yafcirm-sacrifice also 
should be offered in consecrated Fires ” ; and the Siddhdnta view is that 
the time for Fire-installation has not yet arrived (for the Student, and he can 
offer a sacrifice only in an unconsecrated Fire); that is to say, the time for 
Fire-installation (which is after the man has married and got a son) cannot 
have arrived for the Student; hence tliis sacrifice also must be performed 
in the ordinary Fire. 



Adhikarana (5): ‘ Daiva acts ’ should he performed at 
stated times, such as the ‘ Northern Solstice of the 
Su7i ’ and the like. 

SUTRA (23). 

‘ Daiva acts ’ should be performed (a) during the ‘ Northern 

Solstice (6) during the days of the ' Earlier Fortnight 

AND (c) ON AN AUSPICIOUS DAY,-BECAUSE THERE ARE 

SmRTI-DECLARATIONS AND ALSO A DESCRIPTIVE PASSAGE 
AND AN INDICATIVE TEXT, POINTING TO THE 
SAME CONCLUSION. 

Bhdsya. 

The subject-matter here consists of the' ‘ Daiva acts Upanayana 
(Brahmic Initiation) and the rest. 

In regard to these, there arises the question—Are those ‘ Daiva acts ’ 
to be done at any time, without any restriction ? Or should they be done 
only during the Northern Solstice, during the days of the earlier fortnight 
and on an auspicious day ? 

The Purvapaksa view is that they may be done at any time, without 
any restriction.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta :—They should be 
done only during the ‘ Northern Solstice ’, etc.—Why ?—Because, {a) there 
is the Smrti-text —‘ The Daiva acts are to be done at these stated times ’;—(6) 
there is also the following passage descriptive of the form of divine beings 
—‘ The Northern Solstice and the days of the Earlier Fortnight constitute 
the very form of divine beings As a matter of fact, we do not know the 
form of divine beings,—but the fact that ‘ Daiva acts ’ are done at the stated 
times indicates, by tliis relationship, the form of those beings :—and (c) lastly, 
there is the following text also indicative of the same conclusion—‘ The 
morning is for divine beings, the midday for human beings, the afternoon 
for Pitrs \—From all this it follows that Daiva acts should be done at the 
times stated. 

8UTRA (24). 

And also the whole act should be completed during the day. 

Bhdsya, 

During the day there is a further peculiarity that the whole act should 
be completed during the day and shall not be done at night. 



Abhikabana (6) : ‘ Pitrya ’ acts are to be done at stated 
times,—such as the ‘ later fortnight ’ and so forth. 

SUTRA (25). 

‘PiTBYa’ ACT.S ARB TO BE DONE AT TIMES OTHER THAN THOSE. 

Bhdsya. 

The Shrdddha and other ‘ Pitrya ’ acts are to be done (a) during the 
later fortnight and (6) in the afternoon ; because there are Sfnrtidexts, descrip^ 
tlve passages and indicative texts to that effect. 



Adhikarana (7): The ‘ begging ’ and the ‘ buying ’ that 
form 'part of the Jyotistoma sacrifice are compulsory 
and essential. 

SOTRA (26). 

[PCbvapak§a]—“ There should be ‘ BEoarNo ’ and ‘ buying ’ only 

WHEN THE THING REQUIRED IS NOT THERE ALREADY,—AS IN 
ORDINARY life/* 

Bhd^ya, 

In connection with the J yotistoma^ there is the following text_ (a) 

^Dvddaaha rdtnrdlkaito hhrtim vanmta' [‘For twelve nights, the Initiated 
Sacrificer should beg for livelihood’];—and (6) " Somam knndti" [‘He 
buys the Soma ’]. 

In regard to these, there arises the question—Is the man to beg for 
livelihood only when he has nothing to live upon ? and is the man to buy the 
Soma only when he does not possess it already ? Or are these acts to be 
done in both cases—^when the food and the Sotna are there already and also 
when they are not there ? 

On this question, the Purvapakaa view is as follows “ There should 
be "begging' and "buying' only when the means of livelihood and the Soma 
are not there already, —Why ?—Because the ‘ begging ’ and the ‘ buying ’ 
are done only for the purpose of securing the things wanted ; and if the 
things are already there, the acts would be futile; and what is futile should 
not be done, even though it be enjoined. Hence we conclude that the 
acts should be done only when the thing wanted is not there ;— as in ordinary 
life; in ordinary life it is only when one does not possess a thing already 
that he begs for it or buys it: similarly it should be in the case in question 
also.” 

SUTRA (27). 

[Siddhanta]— In reality, it should be compulsory ; because it 

HAS ITS USE. 

Bhdsya. 

The begging ’ and the ‘ buying ’ should be compulsory,—to be done 
when the thing required is there and also when it is not there. In this 
way, the ‘ begging’ and the ‘ buying’ have their use. It has been laid down 
as prompted (required) by the Jyotiatoma, and not by the thing wanted 
[hence it serves the useful purpose of helping in the accomplishment of the 
result of the Jyotiatoma, which it could not, if it were done only for the 
securing of the thing concerned]; and hence it must form an essential (com- 
^Isory) part of the J yotistoma. Nor is there any such declaration as that 
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‘ the act in question is to be done only when the thing is not there *. In 
fact, the acts in question have been laid down as necessary factors in the 
Jyotiatoma; and it would have to be assumed that the non-exiatence of the 
thing has been mentioned as the occasion (or contingency) under which 
the acts would be done. And such an assumption would go against the 
words of the text. Hence the meaning is that ‘ at this sacrifice only such 
things should be used as have been specially embellished by being begged for 
and bought; otherwise its performance would be defective. It follows 
from this that the ‘ begging ’ and the ‘ buying * should be done, when the 
tiling required is not there as well as when it is there. 

As for what has been said regarding ‘ ordinary life —in ordinary life 
action is determined by things, not by words ; people act in accordance 
with the state of things, and not in accordance with words ; in the case of 
redic acts on the other hand, it is only by means of words that things are 
known, and hence actions should be done in accordance with words. Hence 
it follows that the acts in question are to be done, also when the thing 
required is there already. 


33 



Adhikabaista (8): At the Jyotistoma and other sacrifices^ 
stLch acts as ‘ Living on Milk ’ are compulsory 
and essential. 

StJTRA (28). 

The same is the case with— (a) Eating, (b) Dibbcting, (c) Clothing, 

(d) THE OFFERING OF THE SA»JfJAPTA-HOMA, AND (e) THE 
RECITING OF THE MaNTRA SPEAKING OF ‘ ENMITY \ 

Bhd^ya. 

(a) In connection with the Jyotistoma we read—‘ The BrdhrruxTyi should 
live upon milk ; the Kpatriya on gruel ; the Vaishya, on Curdled milk ’ ;— 
similarly (6) in connection with the Baraha-Burryxrrvasa^ there is the following 
direction —* Bring up the washing water, also bring the fuel and the grass* 
wash the Smk, gird up the loins of the wife, come up with the Clarified 
Butter ’ ;—similarly, (c) in connection with the Vdjapiya, we read—‘ The 
clothing is of grass * ;— (d) At the Pashu-aacrifice, there is the SanjUapta. 
Homa laid down in the following text—‘ When the animal makes a noise or 
strikes the chest or feet, one should offer the Homa with the Mantra “ Agnirmd 
taamddenaao viahvdn muncha tvam ha aah ” ’ ;—^lastly (e) there is the Mantra 
to be recited * He who is inimical towards me, or to whom I am inimical \ 
—These texts form the subject-matter of the present Adhikarana, 

In regard to these, there arises the following question— (a) Is it only 
when there is no other food that the man is to live upon Milk or Gruel or 
Curdled milky —or even when there is other food available ?—(6) Is that man 
alone to be directedy who, if not directed, could not understand what is to 
be done, or even when he knows and \mderstands it ?—(c) Is the man to wear 
cloth of grass only when that of cotton yarns is not available,—or also when 
other clothes are available ?— (d) Is the Safijnapta-H(yma to be offered 
only when the animal makes a noise, or strikes its chest and feet ?—(c) 
Lastly, should the Mantra in question * Yoamdndveati yaficha vayam dviamah ’ 
be pronounced by only a man who is inimical to others, or to whom others 
are inimical,—or even when the man hates, or is hated by, no person ? 

The principles of the foregoing Adhikarana have been extended to the 
present case also. So that the Purvapaksa here is the same as in the fore¬ 
going Adhikararyi, and the Siddhdnta also is the same That is, the Purva- 
paksa view is that “ the acts in question are to be done only when the things 
required are not there already ”, while the Siddhdnta is that everyone of the 
€fccts is compulsory (essential), because it haa ita uae (Su. 27, above).—The 
reasoning also is the same here as there (in the foregoing Adhikarana). 



Adhikarana (9) : Eating in the latter part of the night is 

not essential. 

SOTRA (29). 

What might be disastrous should not be regarded as essential 

(compulsory). 


In connection with the Jyotiatoma, we read ‘ Madhyandirie aparardtre 
vd vratam vratayati * [‘ Takes food either at midday or in the latter part of 
the night ’ ]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question—Is the * taking of food in 
the latter part of the night ’ essential, compulsory ? Or not essential, not 
compulsory ? 

The Purvapaksa view is that it is compulsory, because it serves a useful 
purpose (Su. 27) 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta:—What might he 
disastrous should not he regarded as essential or compulsory. As a matter of 
fact, a man should take food only at a time when he feels that he would 
be able to digest it; at a time however when he feels that he will not b| 
able to digest the food properly, if he were to take food, it would be disastrous ; 
and if, through indigestion, the sacrificer should die, the procedme would 
stop, and when the procedure stops, all would stop.—From this it follows 
that the taking of food at the time in question should not be regarded as 
essential or compulsory. 



Adhikarana (10): A hypothetical discussion : The animal 
sacrificed to ‘ Agni-Soma ’ must he a Goat 

SUTRA (30). 

[PCrvapak§a]—‘‘ In the case of the injunction speaking of the 

‘ ANIMAL THERE SHOULD BE NO RESTRICTION ; BECAUSE THERE IS 
NO SPECIFICATION.” 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with tiie Jyotiat^ma, there is an animal dedicated ta 
Agni-Soma, mentioned in the following text—‘ Being initiated, one should 
sacrifice the anitnal dedicated to Agyii-Sonia \ 

In regard to this, there arises the question—May any animal be killed ? 
Or must it be a Goat ?—This (question arises in view of what is going to be 
explained. 

Question —“For some people (in one Vedic Rescensional Text), it has 
been clearly asserted that ‘ the goat is offered to Agni-Soma ’; and what is laid 
down in one Rescensional Text is applicable to all. [Under the cii’cumstances, 
why should there be any doubt on the point ?] ”. 

Answer —The whole of tliis discussion is a hypothetical one,—being 
based upon the hypothesis that the actions laid down in different Rescensional 
Texts are different [so that, though tho Goat has been mentioned in one 
text, that cannot bo applicable to people who do not belong to that particular 
rescension]. 

On tho said question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows :—“ The 
injunction being of animal (in general), there can he no restriction ; when 
something has to be dedicated, it is a particular thing that can be dedicated, 

. not the genus ‘ animal ’ ; it is a tiling that helps in the fulfilment of the 
action ; hence without the thing, there can be no dedication ; that is why a 
thing (a particular animal) is secured (for tho sacrifice) ; and when the 
thing has been secured, there need bo no restriction,—any particular thing 
may be dedicated.—The reason for this lies in the fact that there is no 
specification ; in regard to the individuals related to (included under) the 
genus ‘ animal ’, we do not find any specification. Hence it follows that 
any animal may be taken up (for dedication).’* 

SUTRA (31). 

[SiddhInta]—In reality, it must be a Goat; because of the 

Mantra-text. 

Bhdsya. 

The term ‘ in reality * sets aside the view set forth above. 

It is not the right view that anything wherein the genus ‘ animal ’ 
subsists may be taken up (for being sacrificed to Agni-Soma). There is a 
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ground for restricting the thing to be dedicated, in the shape of the text 
of the following Agnaye chhdgasya vapayd medaso *nubruhi^; 

here we have the Mantra-text clearly indicating the goat. If then, the Ooat 
were not the animal secured for the purpose, the use in the Mantra of the 
word indicative of it would have no meaning. Hence it follows that what 
the injunctive text lays down is the dedication with reference to the Ooat ; 
this restrictive injunction being based upon the Mantra-text, 

SUTRA (32). 

[Objection]—“ What has been set forth above cannot be right, 

AS IT INVOLVES THE CONTRADICTION OF THE INJUNCTION.’' 

Bhdsya. 

“ What has been set forth in the foregoing Sutra cannot be right; no 
Mantra-text can restrict anytliing so long as there is an Injimction that 
is against it. As a rule, in a case where the texts do not speak of any 
definite substance, it is only an indefinite substance that should be used. 
Hence it is not right to restrict the thing to be defined, on the basis of a 
Mantra text. In fact, a Mantra can define only what needs to be defined. 
In the present case the words (of the Injunction) make it clear that all that 
needs to be defined is defined through the genus ‘ animal'; and consequently 
the MarUra-text has not force enough to define anything.—Further, under 
the Siddhdnta, it would be necessary to assume a Direct Declaration of the 
entire procedure on the basis of the Mantra-text, while, imder the Purvapaksa, 
the thing is already well-defined, and it would have only to be included 
in the Direct assertion of the Procedure. Then again, the denotation of the 
term ‘ animal ’ as consisting in the genus " animal * is something totally 
different from the denotation which is restricted to the Ooat* From all 
this it follows that the Mantra-text cannot restrict the ‘ animal against the 
words of the Injunction,” 

SUTRA (33). 

“It is like the mention of the ‘ Gotra-rsis ’—^if this is what 
THE Siddhantin SAYS [then our answer would be as in the 
following Siitray 

Bhd§ya, 

“ You, Siddhantin, may offer the following explanation—The genus 
‘ animal ’ is not to be withdrawn from other animals; as in the case of 
Ootra-rsis it is said—‘ He selects the Ootra-fsis, he selects three *, there is 
a general statement (of rsis in general) followed by a particular one, which 
restricts the number to three only; all that is meant being that only three, 
and not the others, are intended to be emphasised,—similarly in the case in 
question, the genus ‘ animal ’ is mentioned with a view to emphasise the 
one particular animal, Ooat, not the other particular animals.” 
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shabara-bhI^ya : 

StJTRA (34). 

[PCbvapak^in's answer to the Siddhantin’s explanation]—** That 

CANNOT BE ; BECAUSE IN THE CASE IN QUESTION, IT 
HAS NOT BEEN ENJOINED.’* 

Bhdsya, 

“ What has been suggested is not right. In the case in question, the 
particular thing to be dedicated (i.e. the goat) has not been enjoined (it is 
only indicated) in the Mantra-text. While in the case cited (that of the 
Ootra-rais) the selecting of the priests has been enjoined ; that is, the con¬ 
nection of the particular number ‘ three ’ has been clearly enjoined, and 
hence no other number can be admitted. Similarly, inasmuch as the 
term ‘ draeya ’ (Gotra-r^ia) has been used, what is not-draeya cannot be 
admitted;—the force of the term ‘ three ’ also is such that the denotation 
of the term ‘ draeya * becomes restricted within the limits of the particular 
number enjoined. In the case in question, on the other hand, the Mantra^ 
teort has no such force ; and hence there can be no restriction.” 

StJTRA (35). 

[Siddhantin’s rejoinder]— In reality, there is restriction, because 

BOTH TERMS DENOTE THE SAME THING ; IN THE CASE OF THE 
THINGS DENOTED BY THEM BEING DIFFERENT, THEY 
WOULD HAVE BEEN SPOKEN OF SEPARATELY. 

Bhdsya, 

In reality there ia reatrictiony because both the terma —‘ animal ^ and 
* goat ’— denote the same thing, —^th© animal is the generic entity and the 
Goat and others are particular entities—“ How so ? ”—Because they are 
all spoken of in co-ordination; e.g. ‘the goat is an animal’, ‘the camel is 
an animal ‘ the ram is an animal ’, ‘ the bull is an animal *.—Such being 
the case, the words of the Mantra-text in question are not incompatible with 
the term ‘ animal ’ ; hence the goat also may be taken to be actually enjoined 
(by the injunction which lays down the sacrificing of the ‘ animal *) as to be 
sacrificed ; all that liappens on coming across the Mantra-text (which speaks 
of the Goat) is that it comes to be understood that where the Injimctive 
sentence has used the generic term ‘animal’, it has used it with a view to 
speak of the one particular animal Goal, and not any other particular animals. 
In fact, the mention of the ‘ preparation ’ of the goat is found to be men¬ 
tioned, which indicates that the term * animal * is meant to stand for the 
GoaJt; just as in a case where the yoke-atrap is mentioned, and such things as 
the shaft and the wheel are near by,—if someone says ‘ bring the ak^ ’ 
ak?a^ denoting several things, eye, dice, axle, and so forth), it is understood 
that what the speaker is speaking of is the axle of the wheel, and not the 
gambling dice. —^In case the things denoted by the terms ‘ animal ’ and ‘ goat * 
were totally different, and they were spoken of separately, then the two 



adhyIya VI, pIda vni, adhikabana (10). 


1225 


might be taken as entirely different; in that case the injunction could not 
be restricted to the Qoat only ; and as the Goat would not be enjoined, the 
Horse (or any other animal) might be admitted.—Further, if the Qoat 
were eidmitted, there would be this fact in its favour that it would be 
something indicated by the Marvtra-text. If the term * animal ’ were taken 
as actually denoting the goat, then on the goat being admitted, there would 
not be any possibility for the admitting of other animals ; hence (with a 
view to avoid this) we take it that by the direct denotation of the term 
‘ animal ’ all the other animals also become capable of being admitted, 
and it is the indicative power of the Mantra-teoct that does the restriction 
to the Qoat only. 

SCTRA (36). 

[Says the POrvapak^in]— “ In fact, thebe can be no restriction ; 

BECAUSE THE TWO THINGS ABB ENTIRELY DIFFEBBNT,—THIS 
DIPFBBENOB BEING PBOVBD BY DISJUNCTION AND 
DIVERSITY OF NAMES.’’ 

Bhmya, 

“ In fact, there can he no restriction, any animal may be brought in,— 
because the two things are entirely different, — animal is one thing, and QoaZ 
is a totally different thing ; and the co-ordination is between the two things, 
not between the two words, —‘ How is it known that the two things are 
entirely different ? ’—^Because of disjunction, and because of the diversity 
of names ; there is * disjunction ’ that some animals are not goats ; similarly 
there is this * diversity of names ’ that one is called ‘ Goat ’ while the other 
is called ‘ animal ’ ; and when the names are different, it is only reasonable 
that the things should be different.—^Then again, it is because the two things 
are different that we find both the words used in the same sentence-— 
* Pashum chhdgam dnaya\ (‘Bring the animal, goat^ );—otherwise (if both 
were one and the same), then the purposes of the sentence would have been 
fulfilled by only one word, and one of the two words would not be there ; 
843 a matter of fact, however, both are there ;—hence it follows that animal 
is one thing and goat is a totally different thing; and from this it follows 
that there can be no restriction, and any animal might be brought in.” 

The following is a refutation of the above view, apart from the Sutras *:— 
Even if the two things are different, there must be restriction.—“ Why ? ” 
—Because the Mantra (which speaks of the Qoat) is included in the declaration 
of the entire procedure of the sacrifice; the sacrifice is imderstood to be 
something accomplished by means of the Mantra ; and if we adopted the 
Mantra, we would be making the sacrifice effective only if we brought in the 
goat (which is mentioned in the Mantra); because the Mantra leaves no 


* The Tantraratna has the following interesting note here—What this refuta¬ 
tion sets forth is not * apart from the Sutra *, it is all embodied in the SiddhdrUch 
Sdtra —* Navd, prayogaaamavdyitvSt ’; the Bhd^aMra did not see this SHtra and 
hence said ‘ it is apart from the SGtras *. 
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option. On the other hand, if we brought in some other animal, the Mantra 
would no longer be applicable, and if we gave up the Mantra^ we would 
not be making the sacrifice quite effective, and would thereby be going 
against the Veda.—[Read ‘ <ena ’ for * ato na’].—It may be that an animal 
other than the Ooat is also an ‘ animal —but we cannot admit that 
animal, lest we make the sacrifice defective.—From all this it follows 
that it is only the Ooat that should be admitted. 

Says the Opponent—“ By admitting the Horse, we need not abandon 
the Mantra, as that same Horse may be called ‘ Ghhdga ’ (Ooat) in the 
sense of one whose movements have been cut off ; the horse whose movements 
have been cut off is a ‘ chhdga because this term is derived from the two 
roots ‘ chhld ’ (to cut off) and ‘ gam ’ (to go), [and hence etymologically, the 
term ‘ chhdga ’ means ‘ one whose movements have been cut off *, and as such 
can apply to a horse who has been reduced to that condition] **. [This 
argument is embodied in the following Sutra,'] 

SUTRA (37). 

[Says the Opponent]—‘‘ Also because of the form and 

THE INDICATIVES.*’ 

Bhdsya, 

“ There is the text ‘In some cases they may bo with testicles (entire) ’; 
this would have some sense only if, in the absence of such a text, they would 
always be without testicles. [And this indicates that the animal may be 
one that is generally castrated ; and this would include the Ooat as well 
as the Horse] ; consequently the Horse * with movement cut off ’ would 
also be regarded as a ‘ Chhdga ’ (Goat) and hence fit for being admitted to 
the sacrifice.” 

The answer to this is as follows :— 

SUTRA (38). 

The FITNESS of the goat for action does NOT DEPEND UPON ITS 
‘ FORM AND indicatives *. 

Bhdsya. 

The fitness of the goat for action does not depend upon * form and indica¬ 
tives ’ ; the term ‘ Ghhdga ’ (Goat) does not signify ‘ one whose movements 
have been cut off *; it is one composite whole and is well-known as having 
a totally different denotation ; which cannot be set aside by any merely 
etymological signification. Hence the Horse can never be called a ‘ Ghhdga ’ 
(Ooat), 
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By reason of the difference in the forms (of different ANIMAIiS) 

THE TERM CANNOT BE TAKEN (TO BE INDICATIVE OF A DEFINITE 
age) ; IT SHOULD BE TAKEN AS A TERM DENOTING A 
DEFINITE GENUS. 

Bhdsya. 

Tliis Sutra should be taken as following upon (and answering the argu¬ 
ment expressed in) the following words:—“ Why cannot the term ‘ Chhdga * 
be taken as connoting a definite age ? All these words— (a) ‘ Chhdga \ 
(h) ‘ Chhdgala ’ and (c) ‘ Vasta ’ connote the varying ages [of the goat, 
(a) Kid, (h) Goat, (c) Billy-goat]; similarly the term * horse ’ also might 
be connotativo of the same age (as the term ‘ goat *) ”. 

The answer to this (as given in the Sutra) is as follows :—It cannot be as 
has been suggested. It is true that the word ‘ Chhuga ’ is connotative of 
age ; but it can connote the age only as belonging to the Goat (not to other 
animals) ; just as the term ‘ Shona ’ (‘ Chestnut *) connoting a colour, connotes 
the colour belonging to the genus horse, and not any other.—Thus then, the 
forms of different animals being different, the term ‘ Chhdga ’ cannot be taken 
as connotative of the age only ; in fact, it should he treated^ as a term denoting 
a definite genus, i.o. as connoting the age belonging to a particular genus or 
kind (of animal).—For these reasons, the animal to be sacrificed should 
be restricted to the goat only. 


SUTRA (40). 

“ It MAY BE REGARDED AS A MODIFIED FORM ’’ ;-THAT CANNOT BE ; 

AS IT IS INBORN. 

Bhdsya, 

This Sutra also is to be taken as following upon a few words. 

Says the Opponent—“ In the present instance, the term ‘ Chhdga ’ 
'(goat) may be regarded as ‘ a modified form ’ of such words - as ‘ Ashva ’ 
(‘Horse’) and the like. There is some part (the vowels for instance) of 
these latter words, ‘ Ashva ’ and the rest, that is found in the term ‘ Chhdga *, 
though there are some others that are different. Hence the Horse (‘ Ashva. ’) 
also may be called ‘ Chhdga ’ (goat).” 

The answer to this is as follows— That cannot he, as it is inborn : that 
is, the relationship between the Name and the Named is something ‘in¬ 
born as has been explained (under Sii. 1. 1. 6) ; so that no name can be 
the modification of any other. Hence the Horse can never be the Goat ; 
and it is the goat alone that should be brought in. 
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StJTRA (41). 


The qttalifioation spoken of can be beoardbd only as accidental,. 

BECAUSE IT IS NOT MEANT BY THE INJUNCTION TO BE PRESENT 
IN THE ANIMAL. 

Bhd^a. 

This Sutra also is to be taken as following upon certain words. 

Says the Opponent—“ Why cannot the term ‘ Chhdga ’ (goat) be taken 
as applied to an animal on account of the hole (‘ Chhidra *), which is spoken 
of in the text—‘ When they cut out its omentum, there is a hole in the- 
animal ’.** 

That cannot be, we reply. Because the presence of the * hole ’ in the^ 
animal is not countenanced by the Injunction; in fact, the injunction is that 
‘ one should kill an animal that is not defective in limbs ’ : hence the animal 
sacrificed should be withoui a hole. Further, we have already explained that 
the denotation of the word ‘ Chhdga * as a whole (which denotes the goat), can¬ 
not be set aside by any etymological signification (such as ‘ having Chhidra 
or hole’).—From this also it follows that it is the Goat only, and not hors© 
or other animals, that should be brought in. 

SCTRA (42). 

The term must be denotative of the ‘ Genus ’; because words 

ARE, AS A RULE, USED IN THAT SENSE, AND BECAUSE IT IS 
ONLY THUS THAT IT CAN BE EXPRESSIVE. 

Bhd§ya, 

The term ‘ vd ’ implies emphasis.—Inasmuch as the meaning of the 
term as a whole cannot be set aside by its etymological meaning,—the 
term ‘ Chhdga * must be taken as denotative of the genus. Thus alone can 
the expressiveness of the term as a whole be maintained. It is in this sens© 
of ‘ genus ’ that terms are, as a rule, found to be used;—for instance, in 
such sentences as speak of ‘ offering the omentum and the fat of bulls, goats, 
rams to all divinities ’ ; such assertions are possible only when the genus is 
denoted. Restriction also is generally based upon what is foimd to be as a 
rule (i.e. in most cases) (i.e, upon induction). For instance, when a writing 
is fine as a rule, i.e. generally, it is regarded as ‘ fin© 

From all this it follows that it is the Goat alone that is to be brought in 
(for being sacrificed). 

It is not necessary to explain the purposes served by a discussion that 
is purely hypothetical (as the present on© is). 


End of Pdda viii of Adhydya VI. 
End of Adhydya VI. 



ADHYAYA VII. 

PlDA I. 

Ad HiK ARANA (1): Details like ^ Praydja^ are prompted hy 
{for the purpose) of the ‘ Apurva ’ {Transcendental Result). 

StiTRA (1). 

[SiddhInta]—There being a diversity of Principals, the subsidiary 

DETAILS SHOULD BE ASSIGNED TO THEM IN ACCORDANCE WITH 
THEIR RELEVANCY ; BECAUSE THE VeDA IS THE SOLE 
AUTHORITY IN THIS MATTER. 

Bhd§ya. 

The first six discourses have discussed the procedure of the Daraha^ 
Purnamasa and other sacrifices the details of which are directly prescribed, 
the second six discourses are now going to discuss the procedure of the 
Aindrdgna and other sacrifices the details of whose procedure have not been 
directly prescribed. 

[Kumarila demurs to this statement. He says—This is not correct; the 
right statement would be—In the earlier discourses we have discussed the direct 
injunctions bearing upon the Archetypes as well as Ectyi>e8, and with the seventh 
discourse begins the treatment of transference, by implicationy of details from the 
sphere of one sacrifice to that of another.— TuptlkdJ] 

Now if it be a fact that th\jse details that have been prescribed under the 
context of the Daraha-Purryimdaa and other sacrifices become prescribed 
in connection with all the sacrifices, then those same details would supply 
all that is needed by the Aindrdgna and such other sacrifices, which would 
have to be performed in that same manner ;—in that case, there would be 
no need for the second six discourses.—If, on the other liand, the details 
prescribed under the context of one sacrifice aro^to appertain to that 
sacrifice only, then the Aindrdgna and such other sacrifices would be 
devoid of all details ; and in that case, the question would arise— (a) are 
there to be any details in connection with these latter sacrifices-^r 
not ?—(6) if they are, then, what are those details ? How many are they ? 
How are they to be €kdopted in practice ?—^It is for the consideration of 
these questions that the author begins the second six discourses. 

Discourse VII declares that there are details in connection with these 
other sacrifices;—Discourse VIII explains that such and such details 
appertain to such and such a sacrifice;—-Discourse IX explains the manner 
of the performance of those details;—Di8co^r8e8 X, XI and XII explain 
that only so many of the details, and no more, are to be adopted in actual 
practice. 
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In this connection, first of all we consider the following question—Are 
the details required for the accomplishment of the sacrifice ?—i.e.—Are 
they laid down for the purpose of making the sacrifice fully effective ? 
Or are they required for the purpose of accomplishing the Apurva ?—i.e, 
for the bringing about of the Apurva ?—^If they are required for the purposes 
of the sacrifice, then, they would serve the purposes of all sacrifices ; while 
if they are required for the purpose of bringing about the Apurva, then they 
must be restricted in their application to that one sacrifice in whose context 
they have been laid down.—Now which is the right view on this question ? 

The right view is that the details are required for the bringing about of 
the Apurva ; it is the Apurva that leads directly to the fruit of the action, 
while the sacrifice by itself (without the Apurva) brings no fruit ; and that 
effort alone is fruitful which is applied to what brings a fruit. Hence we 
conclude that the details are required for the purpose of bringing about the 
Apurva. 

Now follows the Sutra of the reverend Teacher— 

There being a diversity of Principals, the subsidiary details should he 
assigned to them in accordance with their relevancy. ‘ Principals ’—i.e. the 
Apurvas ; they are the predominant factor because they bring about the 
fruits ; and it is the predominant factor that is called the ‘ Principal * ;—• 
the ‘ Diversity ’ of these Apurvas has been explained (under Discourse II) 
as being due to the Difference of words and other conditions.—^When there 
is such ‘ Diversity ’ among the ‘ Principals ’, the subsidiary details should he 
assigned to them in accordance with their relevancy ; i.e.—the details shall 
appertain to that same sacrifice to which they are relevant, i.e. in whose 
‘ context ’ they are laid down ;— because the Veda is the sole authority in this 
matter; i.e. the Veda is the only effective authority for knowing— 
to which particular Apurva a certain detail appertains; Sense- 
perception and the other means of knowledge are of no use in this matter. 
And on the basis of the Vedic text, the details must appertain to that same 
sacrifice in whose context they are spoken of ; because what is spoken of as 
appertaining to one cannot appertain to another ; for instance, the lands 
and clothes that belong to Devadatta caimot belong to Yajnadatta.—From 
all this it follows that the assignment of the details is to be done in accord¬ 
ance with the Context. 

% 

SCTRA (2). 

[POrvapak^in’s objection to the Siddhanta]—“ In fact, the details 

SHOULD ALL APPERTAIN TO ALL SACRIFICES ; BECAUSE THERE IS 
NO DIFFERENTIATION BETWEEN THE ‘ SACRIFICE ’ AND 
THE ‘ ApORVA ’ ; as IN THE CASE OF ANIMALS.’' 

Bhdsya. 

“ In fact, it is not right that the assignment of the details should be 
done in accordance with the Context;—^then what ?— they should all appertain 
to all sacrifices ; they should be treated as equal ; i.e. as equally related to 
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all sacrifices.—^Why so ?—Because there is no differentiation between the 
* UtpaUi ’—which stands here for the sacrifice, which brings forth the Apur\>a 
—and the ‘ artha *—^which stands for the Apurva, because that is the purpose 
for which the sacrifice is performed ;—there is no ‘ differentiation * between 
these two—the Sacrifice and the Apurva, —because all Apurvas are related 
to sacrifices, and it is in connection with sacrifices that the details are 
enjoined; in fact they are all spoken after the injunctive term ‘ yajeta ’ 
(‘ should sacrifice ’) ; but they cannot appertain to the sacrifice, as this latter 
is fruitless; and not appertaining to the sacrifice, they are taken as 
appertaining to the Apurvas related to the Sacrifice ;—^and this ‘ Connection 
with Apurva ’ belongs equally to all sacrifices ;—Whence all the details must 
appertain to all the sacrifices.— Like the properties of animals ; that is, the 
case in question is analogous to that of the properties of animals ; for 
instance, when it is said that ‘ the cow should not be touched with the 
foot ’, though what is spoken of is spoken of in connection with the gemus 
‘ cow ’ (which is what the term ‘ cow ’ denotes)—yet it being foimd 
that it cannot appertain to that genus, it is taken as appertaining to the 
individual cows which are related to the genus ‘ cow * ; and inasmuch as 
this connection with the genus ‘ cow ’ is equally present in all cows,—the 
dark, the tawny and the pigeon-coloured ones,—what has been spoken of 
(not touching with the foot) is taken as appertaining to all the cows. Similarly 
should it be in the case in question also. 

“ It might be argued by the Siddhdntin thus :—The analogy is not correct; 
in the case cited, the details— not touching of the cow with the foot, etc.— 
have boon enjoined in connection with cows in general, while in the case in 
question, the details have been laid down in connection with one particular 
sacrifice,—in all such texts as One should perform the Darsha-Purnamdsa 
sacrifice. One should perform the Jyotistoma sacrifice; and for this reason the 
details thus laid down must appertain to only that Apurva which is related 
to that particular sacrifice,—and not to all ApUrvas (or all sacrifices). 

“ Om answer to this is as follows:—^The sentence ‘ One should perform 
the Darsha-Purnamdsa sacrifice ’ cannot be taken as enjoining the details 
of any particular sacrifice.—^Why so ?—Because if the sentence enjoins the 
details, then the sacrifice must be taken as only referred to (for purposes of 
that injimction of details)—the sense being—‘ When one performs the 
sacrifice, he should do it in this fashion ’ ; on the other hand, if the sacrifice 
also is taken as enjoined by the sentence, then it cannot be connected with 
the details; because there cannot be any connection between enjoined 
(and predicated) factors. If then there is only a reference to the sacrifice 
(in the term ‘ should sacrifice’), then the reference would be to all sacrifices, 
without any distinction. Hence the details should be taken as appertaining 
to all sacrifices.—‘ But there is the term darsha^purnamdsa which would 
specify the sacrifice (to which the details would belong).’—^The term ‘ darsha- 
purnamdsa ’ cannot specify the sacrifice. Because it could be either in¬ 
junctive or a reference ; if it is a reference, then it could be so only for the 
purpose of connecting the sacrifice with the details, and so far as the tw'o 
sacrifices (Darsha and Purnamdsa) are concerned, their connection with the 
details is already accomplished by the said reference.—‘ But it could serve 
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the purpose of exclusion^ the meaning being that—* The Darsh/i-PiirxMmdaa 
alone should he performed in this mantter^ and no other sacrifices *.—^Thia also 
is not possible ; because the word does not signify the exclusion of others, — 
‘ This could be done by the process of Preclusion \—No Preclusion is possible 
in this case ; if there were another sentence which asserted the connection 
of the detwls with every sacrifice, then alone could this second sentence 
serve the purposes of preclusion. Inasmuch as there is no other sentence 
asserting the connection of all sacrifices with the details, the same 
sentence (the one under consideration) would do the assertion (of the con¬ 
nection of all sacrifices) as well as the negation (of the connection of all 
except the one sacrifice); and this could certainly be a burden that would 
be too heavy for one sentence.—‘ In that case, what would be connected 
with the injunctions of details would be, not the term ‘ should sacrifice — 
in the sense that one should perform sacrifice in this manner, —with what 
then?—with the term darsha-pun^mdsa; because their connection with 
this latter term is direct, —in the sentence ‘One should sacrifice with the 
Darsha^punuxmdsa sacrifice *,—^while that with the injunctions of details 
is only indirect. What then would be the meaning of the sentence ? It 
would be that ‘ one should perform the Darsha-purmimdsa \—This cannot be 
possible ; as in that case the details would remain imconnected and floating.— 
How so?—^What the verbal affix in the term ^yajeta' (‘should sacrifice’) 
lays down is that the Darsha-purnamdsa should he performed ; how then 
could there be any connection of the details, either with all sacrifices or 
with any particular sacrifice ? In fact, there being no injunctive affix, 
the details would remain unconnected.—‘ This objection does not affect 
our position ; we shall bring about the connection of the details, not by nieans 
of the sentence ;—then by what ?—by the Context \—How ?—‘ When it is 
enjoined that a certain act should be done, there arises the need to know 
the procedure of the act:—in what manner it is to be done ; it is then that 
the details come to be connected through the Context ,—the idea being that 
‘ the act should he done in sueh and such a manner \—This is not possible. 
At the time that the Darsha-purnamdsa are laid down as to be performed, 
there is no desire to know the procedure of those sacrifices ; because their 
procedure is already known ; and when the desire to know the procedure 
is not there, there is no ‘ Context ’ ; because it haa been declared (under 
Su. 3. 3. 11) thatr—‘That which is not otherwise connected becomes 
connected through context, because details of procedure are always wanted \— 

‘ Under the circumstances, in this sentence details are not enjoined for the 
sacrifice, nor does it lay down that the Darsha-Purnamdsa should be per¬ 
formed ; what is done is that the two words in the sentence Darshapurnamdsd- 
bhydm yajita refer to a particular sacrifice and lay down details for it, the 
construction being— when one should perform the Darsha-purnamdsa sacrifice, 
he should perform it in such and swch a manner \ —Even so, the word 
‘ Darsha-pun^amdsdhhydm ’ cannot be a reference, as such is not the ordinary 
signification of the Instrumental ending. A reference is .made to something 
that has gone before, while what is signified by the Instrumental ending is 
something new, and as such must be predicated (and enjoined); and if it 
were thus predicated and enjoined, the sense deduced would be a most 
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incongruous one—‘ The Daraha-Purimmdm sacrifices are the instruments 
of sacrifice \ From all this it follows that the best view of the case is that 
‘ the details are enjoined with reference to the sacrifice *.—‘ But even so, 
there would be no connection with the word — 

It would certainly be connected^ as being connotative of time ; it would be 
the reiteration of a pretty common fact; it is a pretty common fact that 
sacrifices are generally performed about the time of the Darshu-Pur^mdsa. 
As for the Instrumental ending, that could be taken as based upon the 
implied subordinate character of the time.—^Under the circumstances, all 
the details should appertain to all sacrifices.” 

SUTRA (3). 

{^Answer'] —In reality, inasmuch as the details are auxiliaries 
TO THE Injunction (of the main sacrifice), they should 
BE restricted (TO THEIR CONTEXT), BY REASON OF THE 
DIVERSITY OF ‘ ApCRVAS ’ *, SPECIALLY AS THE ‘ SACRIFICE ’ 

IS A SUBORDINATE FACTOR. 

Bhdsya, 

In fact the text laying down the details is an auxiliary—a part—of the 
Injunction of the sacrifice. [When it is said that ‘ One should perform the 
Darsha-purnamdsa sacrifice ’j what is meant is that ‘ the Darsha-puniamdsa 
sacrifice should be performed,—in the following manner, by kindling the 
Fires and so forth.* In the injimction the sacrifice is spoken of as a 
subordinate factor ;—the term ‘ Darshapurmimdsa ’ denotes a sacrifice ;—so 
that in the particular sentence C Darshapuriyimdsdbhydni yajeta*) the sacrifice 
is spoken of as an instrument; the meaning being that ‘ by means of the 
set of sacrifices called Darsha-purnamdsa, one should bring about something 
else ’ ; it is this something else^ —and not the sacrifice —that is enjoined 
as to be brought about or accomplished; and this something is the 
Apurva, 

“ As a matter of fact, in the sentence we read that ‘ one desiring heaven, 
should perform the sacrifice ’, where we find the mention of a definite 
result (in the shape of Heaven ); so that it is this result that should be taken 
to be what should bo accomplished.” 

True, a result is mentioned ; but this result is not brought about by the 
Sacrifice ; as it appears after the Sacrifice is post and gone ; whQ;t is brought 
about by the Sacrifice is the ‘ Apurva ’ [and it is the Apurva that leads 
to the result]; and it is for this reason that the Apurva is regctrded as what 
should be brought about; and that which is to be brought about is what 
is connected with the procedure. Hence it follows that the Details (which 
constitute the Procedure) appertain to the Apurva, Of these Apurvas, 
there is diversity ; and by reason of the diversity of Apurvas, the detcdls 
should be restricted to their respective contexts. 

” Under this view, how would the Sacrifice be specified by the term 
Darshapur'^mdsa ’ ? ” 
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Answer —The sentence in question does not specify a sacrifice ; what ia 
really expressed by it is the bringing into existence of the Apurva as qualified 
by both the words (‘ (iarshapurnamdsdhhydm ’ and ‘ yajeta ’) ; just as in 
the sentence ^ Aruryxyd pingdksyd ekahdyanyd somam krindti^ [‘He buys 
the Soma with a heifer, red, with tawny eyes, one year old’] [see 3. 1. 12]. 

“ The analogy is not correct. In the case cited, the substance (heifer) 
is totally different from the qualification (red, etc.) ; hence it is possible 
for one to qualify the other ; in the present instance, on the other hand, 
the ‘ Sacrifice ’ itself is ‘ Darsha-Purrwtmdsa and hence it is not possible 
for one to qualify the other.” 

In the present instance also, the word 'yajeta' (‘should sacrifice’) 
stands for sacrifice in general, and ‘ darsha-purriamdsa ’ for one particular 
sacrifice ; and the general is different from the particular. 

“ JEven so the bringing about of the sacrifice in general would be spoken 
of by Direct Assertion, while that of the Particular sacrifice would be only 
indicated by Syntactical Connection and both these could not take place 
at the same time ”. 

[Kumarila, in Tuptlkd, demurs to tliis explanation.] 

If that be the case, then wo accept, not what is asserted directly by the 
words, but what is indirectly indicated by Syntactical Connection.—Wliy 
so ?—Because, if what is directly asserted were accepted, the term ‘ darsha^ 
purrjkamdsa ’ would become meaningless, because this term would, in that 
case, be co-extensive with the term "yajeta' (‘should sacrifice’). 

SUTRA (4). 

Ijsr THJra CASE OF ANIMALS, ON ACCOUNT OF THE PRESENCE OF THE COMMON 

CHARACTERISTIC, WHAT IS MENTIONED MAY BE TAKEN AS 
APPERTAINING TO ALL INDIVIDUALS. 

Bhdsya. 

It has been argued by the Purvapaksin (under Su. 2) that as in the case of 
‘ animals ’ (what is mentioned is applicable to all individuals,—so in the present 
case also the details laid down should appertain to all sacrifices) ;—but in the 
case of the animal, what is mentioned is a detail (that it should not be 
touched with the foot) in connection with the whole genus (not with any 
one individual cow); because what is denoted by the word (‘ cow ’) is the 
genus, —and it is only because the detail is found to be applicable to the 
genus, that the genus is taken as indicating the individual with which it is 
conconutant; just as in the case of the phrase ‘ gahgdydtn gdvah ’ (‘ cows on 
the Ganga * ; where it being impossible for the genus ‘ cow’ to be in the 
river, the word ‘ cow ’ is taken as indicating the individual cows). This 
concomitance (with the genus) is present in the case of all individual cows, 
and hence it comes to be taken as appertaining to allit is for this reason 
that in this case it may he taken as appertaining to all individuals. —In the 
case of the sentence ‘ Darshapurnyxmdsdhhydm yajeta ’ on the other hand, the 
sacrifice is clearly spoken of as the subordinate factor, and hence the 
details are not taken as laid down with a view to the sacrifice at all; in fact> 
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they eire laid down with a view to the Apurva ; hence this is what haa been 
put forward (in Su. 3).—^Hence the citing of ‘animals’ as an example is 
not right. 

SUTRA (5). 

[Objection ]— “ But it cannot be so, because of non- 
separation 

Bhdaya. 

The term ‘ but ’ implies the rejection of the view set forth above. 

‘‘It is not right to say that the Details are required by and appurten¬ 
ant to the Apurva ; because as a matter of fact, they are appurtenant to 
the Sacrifice. —Why so ?— Because of non-separation ; that is, the Details 
cannot be separated from the Sacrifice ; the Details are clearly declared 
to be a substance or a deity or a mantra ; and the act of ‘ sacrifice * is only 
that act in wliich a substance is offered to deity with a mantra ; thus there is 
a clear perceptible relationship between the Sacrifice and the Details ; while 
with the Apurva, this relationship could be only inferred. In reference to 
the Result also, the subordinate character of the Sacrifice is quite patent, 
as declared in the sentence ‘ Desiring heaven, one should offer a sacrifice ’ ; 
while in reference to ‘the Apurva, its subordinate character could be only 
inferred;—and Perception is more authoritative than Inference.—From 
all this it follows that the Details are appurtenant to the Sacrifice* —‘ It has 
been already explained that the sacrifice is something ephemeral, and as 
such incapable of bringing about the result at another time ; so that the 
Details performed in connection with it would also be unable to bring about 
the result ’.—The argument set forth here, we refute in the following 
manner : It would be like the drinking of oils ; just as when oil or clarified 
butter is drunk,—though this drinking is ephemeral, yet it brings abovit, 
at another time, such results as the improvement of intelligence, memory, 
strength and so forth ;—in the same manner the sacrifice also would bring 
about its result at another time ;—what is the use of assuming an unseen 
and unheard of factor in the shape of Apurva ? ” 

SUTRA (6). 

[Objection concluded] — “ Further, one sentence being taken as 
serving two purposes has been forbidden.’’ 

Bhdsya. 

“ According to the view set forth above, all the details would appertain 
to all sacrifices. Further, Praydjas are performed at the Aindrdgna and 
other sacrifices ; hence (according to our view by wliich the Praydja as a 
detail appertains to all sacrifices), it becomes quite possible for those Praydjas 
to appear at the Saurya sacrifice ; and also for the Krsryila to be offered at 
each Praydja, according to the injunction that ‘ One should offer the Krsnala 
at each Praydja ’ (which latter injunction appears in connection with the 
Saurya only). Otherwise (if the Praydja, as a detail, did not appertain to 
all sacrifices), it would be necessary to take the injunction (‘one should 
34 
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ofEer the Krpi^ala at eewsh Praydja *) as laying down the Praydjds (in con¬ 
nection with the Saury a), and also the offering of Kr^tyila at those Praydjaa ; 
and in this way the sentence would have to serve two purposes, and this 
‘ serving of two purposes * has been forbidden, —From this also it follows 
that the details are appurtenant to the Sacrifice,'^ 

SUTRA (7). 

[Answer] — In reality, the Details should appertain to the 
AP tTRVA, because there is no injunction in regard to the 
Sacrifice ; hence there is difference among 
actions (due to difference among ApOrvas). 

Bhd§ya, 

It is not true that the Details appertain to the Sacrifice, The Details 
should appertain to the Apurva ;—the term ‘ chodand ’ in the Sutra we take 
to mean Apurva ; hence the meaning of the Sutra is that, because the Details 
serve the purposes of the ‘ chodand ’—^i.e. of the Apurva^ —therefore they 
must appertain to the Apurva ; the reason for this having already been 
given as * because it is only thus that they can be conducive to the 
bringing about of the result *. * 

It has been urged by the Opponent that “ the connection of the Details 
with Sacrifice is clearly perceptible —Our answer to this is that there is 
no injunction in regard to Sacrifice ; the term ‘ utpatti * here we explain 
as ‘ sacrifice * ; so the meaning is that in regard to Sacrifice, there is no 
injunction to the effect that the Details appertain to the Sacrifice ;—all that 
happens is that they are spoken of, and are performed, in connection with 
the Sacrifice ; but this fact does not make them subservient to the purposes 
of the Sacrifice. For instance, though the colour is spoken of in connection 
with the clothe —^in such sentences as ‘ one colours the cloth *,—and it is also 
done or produced in the cloth,—^yet it does not subserve the purposes 
of the cloth ; it subserves the purposes of the man or woman (who wears the 
cloth). Similarly, in the case in question, the Details that are spoken of and 
performed in connection with the Sacrifice would subserve the purposes of 
the Apurva ; as it is only thus that they would serve a useful purpose.— 
For this reason,—^i.e. because the details subserve the purposes of the 
Apurva, —^there would be difference among actions. * 

It has been urged by the Opponent that “ the fact of the Sacrifice being 
subordinate to the result is clearly perceptible —But as a matte^ of fact, 
the Sacrifice does not bring about the Result, without having brought about 
an (intervening) Apurva ; that is why the Sacrifice is recognised as the 
indirect (mediate) cause (of the result);—one thing becomes recognised 
as the cause of another also when it brings about this latter indirectly 
(through another intervening factor). For example, when one cooks food 
with cow-dung, it is regarded as * cooked by chaff ’ (the chaff having been 
eaten by the cow and tiimed into cow-dung). 

It has also been urged that “ the result would follow from the sacrifice 
at some future time, just as from the drinking of oils —Our answer 
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to this is as follows:—In the case of the drinking of the oUa also the result 
does vx>t appear at some other time ; becatise its result consists in the 
equilibrium of the bodily-hiunours ; and this appears immediately after the 
drinking ; as for the improvement in strength, robustness and the rest, 
all this results from the proper digestion of food. Hence the case cited is 
not analogous to the case in question. 

S0TRA (8). 

[Objection^ —“ Even so, it should appertain to all, being common, 

LIKE THE NAME.” 

Bhd§ya, 

Even though it be the Apurva that ‘ prompts * (needs) the Details, 
yet every one of such details should appertain to all, heirtg common, like the 
name. All Apurvas have the common name ‘ Apurva ’ ;—^like the name, 
the detail pertaining to this also should be the same;—as in the case of the 
‘ Bdhlka ’ (people of the Panjab); when it is said ‘ a Panjabi has come 
as guest, prepare for him barley-mealthis same barley-meal is prepared 
for any and every Panjabi ;—or when it is said ‘ in c£ises of disease in the 
Eye, mvdga and rice should be eaten, and in cases of diseases of the stomach, 
milk [i.e. (a) ewe’s milk, (6) nailk and BUva-hrmt or ‘ milk of the Bilva- 
fruit] should be drimk *, then in every case of ‘eye-disease’, mudga and 
rice is eaten, and in every case of ‘ stomach-disease *, milk [i.e. ewe’s milk, 
(b) milk and BUva-iruit or milk of Bilva-irmf] is drunk;—similarly in the 
case in question all the details that have been laid down in connection 
with one Apurva would appertain to all Apurvas. 

“ Further, there are certain Brahmanas belonging to the Rescension 
called ‘ Arufui-Pardshara * ; among their texts, there is the following Smrti- 
text —‘ The details of the Darsha-Purnamdsa appertain to all Istis and also 
to the Agnipomiya ’ and so on, ending with the words—‘ all those archetypes 
and ectypes —^This text clearly indicates the view that we have set forth 
above (i.e. that the Details appertain to all sacrifices). 

“ From all this we conclude that, even though prompted by the Apurvas, 
the Details are appurtenant to all sacrifices.” 

SUTRA (9). 

[Answer] —In the case of names, it may be possible, because the 

FACT REMAINS THE SAME AND BECAUSE IT IS A MATTER OF 
PREVIOUS EXPERIENCE. In THE CASE OF SACRIFICE. 

HOWEVER, INASMUCH AS IT IS A MATTER AMENABLE 
TO ‘ WORDS ’ ALONE, THE ACCESSORY DETAILS 
OF ONE CANNOT APPERTAIN TO ANOTHER. 

Bhdsya. 

We set forth the answer to what has been urged above.—It has been 
urged that the present case may be treated as the case of the ‘ Bdhlka ’ 
(Panjabi). 
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Our answer to that is that in the case of names it may he so, hecatise 
the fact remains the same. Residence in the Pan jab is a fact, one’s connection 
with a certain place; and this remains the same, constant, in all residents 
of the Panjab ; and the liking for a particular kind of food (Barley-meal) 
is due to that fact, of residence in the Pan jab, and it is not due to the 
personal idiosyncracy of any man.—How is this known ?— Because it is a 
matter of previous experience ; the matter has been subject of previous 
experience; several times people—residents of the Panjab, as well as others 
not so resident, have been fed, and from deduction it has been found that 
fondness for Barley-meal is due to residence in the particular country, and 
not to the idiosyncracies of any person. For this reason in the case of such 
names as ‘ Bdhlka ’ (Resident of the Panjab), what has been urged by the 
Opponent may be possible. 

In the case in question, however, sacrifice is amenable to only one 
means of cognition, the word (of the Veda); and hence it cannot be known, 
by any other means, to which particular Apurva certain Details appertain ; 
—and through the Vedic Word, they are found to be restricted to particular 
Apurvas ;—and Apurvas are distinct (not one and the same). Hence it 
follows that the Details laid down in connection with one Apurva cannot 
appertain (apply) to another. 


SUTRA (10). 

‘‘ But there is the Smrti-tbxt ”,—if this is urged [then 
the answer is as in the next Sutra], 

Bhdsya. 

It has been urged by the Opponent (under Su. 5) that there is a Smrii- 
text (to the effect that the Details of the Darsha-Purnamdsa are the same 
as those of all Ispis, etc. etc.’—What is the answer to that ? 


SUTRA (11). 

[Answer] —It is not so ; as the Smrti-text is preceded by 

something else. 


The Smrti’text quoted is preceded by something else : There is, as is 
going to be explained, a general law governing the application of details, 
in the form—‘ The procedure shall be like that of the original Primary ’ ; and 
it is only the details thus made applicable to the minor sacrifice that are 
referred to in the text quoted,—on the basis of the general law just quoted ; 
and it is not an injunction of any details that have not been already enjoined; 
and the reason for this lies in the fact that the application of Details is 
regulated by the said general law. 
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SUTRA (12). 

Inasmuch as the matter is amenable to the ‘ word * alone,— 

AND AS THE DETAILS ARE RESTRICTED TO PARTICULAR CONTEXTS, 

—THEY COULD APPLY ELSEWHERE ONLY ON THE BASIS 
OF A ‘ WORD ’ TO THAT EFFECT. 

Bhdsya, 

This Sutra states the Final Conclusion ; in the Final Conclusion we have 
the statement of the Keason and of the Proposition. Thus the meaning 
is as follows:—Because matters are as explained above, therefore,—^inas¬ 
much as the matter —of Fire-kiudliny and other details— is amenable to ‘ word * 
alone, —and as they are restricted to distinct contexts,— they could apply 
elsewhere only on the basis of a ‘ word ’ to that effect. For instance, the 
Rdstrabhrt-offerings have been laid down in the following text, occurring 
in the section on ‘ Fires ’ :—‘ Qandharvdpsaraso vd itamunmddayanti, ya 
unmddyati etd vai gandharvdpsaraao yadrdstrabhrtam, tasmai svdhd, tdbkyah 
svdheti juhoti ’ [‘ Gandkarvas and Apsarases intoxicate him, and he becomes 
intoxicated ; these Gandharvas and Apsarases are the Rd^^rahhrt ; to them 
they offer libations saying— Svdhd to the Gandharvas, Svdhd to the Apsarases *]; 
and these Rd^trabhrt offerings, thus laid down in connection with the ‘ Fires 
are declared to be applicable to the Marriage-Rite, in the following text:— 
[‘ rd^trabhrto juhoti ahhydtdndn juhoti^]. ‘At this one should offer 
the Rdsprabhrt offerings and the Abhydtdna offerings [So that there is 
this latter direct text applying, to the Marriage-Rite, the details laid down 
originally in connection with the Fires].—In the absence of any such text 
(extending the application of Details), the Details must remain restricted 
to their own original contexts. 

Such being the case, sacrifices like the Aindrdgna remain without 
details [as no details are laid down directly in reference to these sacrifices] ; 
and it is the consideration of such sacrifices that is taken up by the second 
six-chapters of the Sutra. 

Now under Discourse VII, it is asserted that sacrifices like the 
A indrdgna do have their details ; and these come to them by ^ Atidesha *, 

‘ Transference ‘ Atidesha * is that process by which the Details laid liown 
in connection with one sacrifice are extended beyond that sacrifice and 
transferred to (i.e. connected with) another sacrifice. For instance, after having 
directed the feeding of Devadatta in the following terms :—‘ Devadatta should 
be fed on Rice, Pulse, Meat and Sweet cakes ’,—one ‘ transfers ’ or extends 
the same process to the ceise of YajhadcUta in the words—‘ Yajnadatta should 
be fed like Devadatta ’. They have the following couplet also (defining 
A (idisha )— 

* Atidesha is that process whereby a Detail becomes extended in its 
application from the Primary Act to other acts similar to it; such is the 
r\de 
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This ‘ Extended Application * (or Transference) can be done either by 
name or by a declaration. The name that is made such a means is of three 
kinds—(a) name of the act, (6) name of the ‘ Embellishment ’ and (c) 
Etymological name. Declaratum is of two kinds—(a) Direct (Perceptible) 
8ind (6) Indirect (Inferred). Of these, the Inairect (Inferred) Declaration will 
be dealt with later on; the Direct one is going to be considered now. 



Adhikaba^ta (2): The Details of the ‘ Shyena ’ sacrifice 
are ‘ extended ’ to the * Isu ’ sacrifice hy the direct 
declaration ‘ The rest of it is like the 
Shyena 

Blidpya (Introductory to Adhikararjia). 

There is an Elcdha (one day) sacrifice, by name ‘ l8u and another, 
by name ‘ Shyena ’ ; both of these are ‘ malevolent ’ (calculated to bring 
about the death of someone).—^In connection with the I^u sacrihce,— 
having laid down a few details, the text goes on to say, ‘ The rest of it is 
like the Shyena 

In regard to this, the question is—Is it a mere reference or an 
Injunction ?—If it is an Injunction, then it is a case of ‘ Extended Applica¬ 
tion ’, extending the application of the Details of the Shyena to the Jfiw.— 
If, on the other hand, it is a mere reference, then it is not a case of 
‘ Extended Application \ 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is set forth in the following 

Sutra :— 


SCTRA (13). 

[FCJbvapak^a]—“ The text ‘ SamInam, etc.’, should be taken as 
A refbbbnce to what has already been enjoined else¬ 
where,—BECAUSE the SACRIFICE IN QUESTION IS 
ONE THAT IS PRECEDED BY ANOTHER, 

Bhd§ya, 

“ In the text ‘ Samdnam itarat shyenena ’ [* the rest of it is like the 
Shyena ’] we have a reference to what has already been enjoined elsewhere ; 
i.e. it is a mere Reference (not an Injunction), —Why ?— Because the sacrifice 
is one that is preceded hy another ; that is, the is preceded by the 
Jyotistoma (which is its Archetype) and hence the procedure at it should 
be the procedure of the Jyotistoma: Since Jyotistoma is the Archet 3 q>e of 
the Isu, the Details of the Jyotistoma come to it under the general law 
(that ‘ the Ectype is to be performed like its Archetype ’);—^the Shyena also 
has the Jyotistoma for its Archetype, and hence the scud details find a place 
there also ; [so that all the requisite details for the Isu having been obtained 
from the Jyotistoma] all that the text in question can be taken to be is just 
a reference to those details which have come from the Jyotistoma as common 
to both the Shyena and the Isu, 

“ Further, the term ‘ itarat ‘ the rest ’ [in the sentence ‘ Samdnam itarat 
shyenSna ’] cannot stand for what does not exist; because the term ‘ itarat ’ 
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cannot apply to what is not near at hand, it is always applied to things 
near at hand. For instance, when it is said ‘ itarah prctvdro diyatdm, 
itarah kambalo diyatdm' [‘give the other cloak, give the other blanket’], 
what is near at hand is given, and not any cloak or any blanket. In the 
case in question the details that are near at hand are those pertaining to 
the Jyotistoma ; hence the sentence in question must be a reference to these ; 
they having been already enjoined by the general law (that ‘ the Ectype is 
to be performed in the manner of the Archetype 


SUTRA (14). 

[Objection to tIie Purvapak^a]— ‘‘ ‘ [It is the injunction of the 
details] of the Shyena ’—IF THIS IS URGED [then the 
answer will be as given in the following Sutra]. 

Bhdsya. 

Says the Objector to the Purvapalcsa —‘ If your view is that the sentence 
in question contains a reference to the details of the Jyotistoma^ —then that 
is not so ; because it contains the injunction of those details that belong 
specifically to the Shyena, —such as the red-turhan and the rest.—How so ? 

Because the text mentions the Shyeno>; it is when the term ‘ Shyena ’ 
is taken as specifying the details meant that the presence of the term 
Shyinena ' can have any sense; otherwise it would be meaningless. Be¬ 
cause those details that belong to the Jyotistoma are applicable equally 
to all the ectypes of the Jyotistoma —^all Ekdhas, Ahlnas and Satras ; so that 
so far as these details are concerned, the assertion ‘ samdnamitarat ’ (‘ the 
rest is similar ’) would mean exactly the same thing as ‘ samdnamitarat 
shy^n^na (‘ the rest is sirmlar to the Shyena ’) [so that the term ‘ Shyenena ' 
would be entirely superfluous].’ 


SUTRA (15). 

[PCRVAPAK^IN’S answer to THE OBJECTION]—“ ThAT IS NOT SO ; 
BECAUSE OF NON-PROXIMITY.’’ 

Bhd§ya. 

“ The sentence in question cannot be a reference to those details that 
belong speciflcally to the Shyena.—Why ?—Because of non-proximity. 
As a matter of fact, the term ‘ itara ’ (‘the rest ’) stands for what is near 
at hand ; and the term ‘ Shyena ’ does not bring the specific details of the 
Shyerui any nearer to the Isu. —As for the fact of the term ‘ Shyena ' being 
a specific name,—its being non-specific might be objectionable in the case 
of the sentence being an injunction ; if it is taken as a mere reference, then 
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nothing being enjoined, what is there that would be specified ? The details 
of the Jyotiapoma being common to all, would naturally belong to the 
Shyina also ; and hence a reference is quite possible.—From all this it follows 
that the sentence in question is only a reference to the details of the 
Jyotiatoma.'^ 

SOTRA (16). 

[SiddhantaJ—In reality, it must be the other way ; because it 

IS ONLY thus that THE SENTENCE WOULD BE LAYING DOWN 
SOMETHING NOT ALREADY KNOWN ;—THE TERM ‘ ITARAT ’ 

TOO HAS THE SENSE OF ‘ OVER AND ABOVE ’ (‘ FURTHER 

‘ REST ’),-OVER AND ABOVE WHAT FORMS PART 

OF THE JyOTISTOMA ; AND IT WOULD BE THIS 
THAT WOULD BE SPOKEN OF BY THE WORD 
‘ SAMANAM ’ (‘ LIKE ‘ SIMILAR ’). 

Bhdsya, 

The pliraso ’ api vd\ * in reality implies the acceptance of the view 
other than the one set forth above. In fact the sentence should be taken 
as the Injunction of those details that belong specifically to the Shyena, 
and a mere reference to those belonging to the Jyotiatoma, —“ Why so ? **— 
Because it is only thus that the sentence would he laying down something not 
already known ; in this way it would enjoin some tiling new, and as such 
would prompt a new set of activity ; if it were a mere reference to what 
is already known, it would not prompt any new activity, and as such 
would be futile. 

“ But the term ' itara * stands for what is near at hand [and it is the 
details of the Jyotispoma that are near at hand, and hence these must be 
taken as referred to].” 

The answer to this is that the term ' itara ’ does not always express 
wliat is near at hand ; it often expresses what is similar to what has been 
said before, though it may not be near at hand ; it always expresses what 
is left (the rest). When, for instance, the term ‘ itara ’ is used in connection 
with clothes, in the sentence-Give the blanket to Devadatta, the silk- 
piece to Vi^umitra, the linen to Yajnadatta, and the rest to Ghaitra *—it 
is the cloth that is given (to Chaltra), not either gold or silver. In the case 
in question, the term ‘ itara ’ has been used in reference to details over and 
above those of the Jyotistoma; hence here also it should express ‘over 
and above and hence become expressive of ‘ more ‘ over and above 

If, on the other hand, the term ‘ itara ’ be taken as expressing the 
details belonging to the Jyotistoma, and also connotative of what is near 
at hand, then one or the other of these two denotations, ‘ over and above ’ 
and ‘ what is near at hand *, must have to be abandoned. If the term be 
taken as standing for what is near at hand,—and its sense of ‘ over and above * 
be rejected,—then the sentence would be a mere reference, and as such 
futile; the word ‘ Shyena * would have to bo regarded as one which is not 
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meant to be sdgnificant. If, on the other hand, the idea of * what is near 
at hand * be abandoned, and the sense of ‘ over and above ’ be admitted» 
then there would be no incongruity at all. It is for these reasons that the 
author of the Sutra says that the term ‘ itarat ’ has the sense of ‘ more ’ 
(‘ over and above ’). Consequently the details that are meant to have their 
application extended are just those that belong specifically to the 
Shyina, and which are ‘ over and above * those that belong to the 
Jyotistoma ; and it would he those that would be spoken of by the word 
‘ samdnam *, ‘ like % ‘ similar ’ ; and in this case the term ‘ Shyina * retains 
its significance. 



Adhikabana (3): The texts ‘ Etadbrahmaimni, etc.’ 
extends, in reference to iJis* Five offering-materials 
the application of the Injunction along toith 
the Commendatory Statement. 

Bhd^ya (Introductory). 

Among the ‘ Ghdturmdaya * sacrifices [consisting of the four Satras — 
(1) Vaishvad^va, (2) Varutyipraghdsat (3) ShdkamMha, and (4) Sund^riya ]^— 
in connection with the Vaiahvad^va, the Agneya (cake, baked upon eight 
pans) and the other materials have been prescribed [altogether eight in luunber; 
viz. : (1) the Agniya Cake baked on eight pans, (2) the Cooked Rice dedicated 
to Soma, (3) the Cake baked on twelve pans, dedicated to Savitr, (4) Cooked 
Rice dedicated to SarcbsvcU, (5) Cooked Rice dedicated to Pusan, (6) the Cake 
baked on seven pans, dedicated to the Maruta, (7) the Curdled Milk 
dedicated to Vishvedevas, (8) the Cake baked upon one pan, dedicated to 
Dydva-Prthim ];—the details also of these have been laid down.—^In con¬ 
nection with the Varumipraghdaa, only (five out of the eight) materials 
have been mentioned, and then it has been added—* These five materials 
have the same commendatory Brahmana texts as the other materials \ 

In regard to this the question that arises is—Does the * extended 
application * laid down in this last sentence refer to the Commendatory 
texts alone ? Or to the entire section including the Commendatory texts 
and the corresponding Injunctions of Details ? [That is, does it mean that 
only the Commendatory texts relating to the remaining three materials 
are to be applied to the Varunapraghdaa ? Or the Commendatory texts 
along with the corresponding three materials ?] 

Question —“ How can there be an extended application of the Com¬ 
mendatory text only ? ” 

Answer —As there is in the case of such descriptions as—* Pampdkuldya- 
pratimdahcha vrkadh ’ [‘ The trees assemble the nests round the Pampa 
Lake 

Qiieation —“ In the case \mder consideration, which are the Injunctive, 
and which the Commendatory, texts ? ” 

Answer —The Injtmctive texts are—* The grass-bundle is thrice bound 
up,—the fuel is thrice bound up,—^there are nine Praydjas, nine Anuydjas ’» 
and so forth (which lay down the details in connection with the Vaishva- 
diva Satra) ;—and the Commendatory texts are—* These Materials are 
sacred to Vrtraghna * and so forth (which eulogise the eight Materials laid 
down in connection with the Vaiahvadeva Satra), 

On the aforesaid question, the PurvapakM view is thus set forth [in 
the following — 
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StJTRA (17). 

[P(Trvapak§a]—“ In connection with the ‘ Five Materials there 
IS ‘ extended application ’ OF THE COMMENDATORY TEXTS 
ONLY, BBCADSE THESE ARE IN CLOSE PROXIMITY.*’ 

Bhdsya. 

“ In regard to the Five Materials (that are mentioned in connection 
with the Varunapraghdsa), it is said—‘ These five Materials appear at all 
points of time ’ ; and hence these have been called ‘ PancfwLsanchara ’ ; 
now in connection with these ‘ Five Materials ’ there is extended application 
of the Commendatory texts only, —Why so ?— Becavse these are in close proxi¬ 
mity ; i.e. the Commendatory texts are in close proximity to the (mention 
of the) Materials ; because it is these Commendatory texts,—and not the 
texts injvmctive of the accessory details,—that are syntactically connected 
with the Injunctions (of the Materials).—What if it is so ?—What follows 
from this is that it is only then that the statement ‘ The Brahmana-texts 
relating to these are the same as those relating to the previous ones ’ becomes 
possible ; for the Brahmana-toxts relating to the Materials are just those 
by which they are enjoined ; for what other relationship except that of 
Injunction and Enjoined can there bo between the Brahmana-text and the 
Material ? And as a matter of fact, these Materials are enjoined by the 
Commendatory texts, not by those Injimctive texts that enjoin the accessorj^ 
details; as the things that are enjoined by the Injunctions of Details are 
not materials.—From this it follows that there is ‘ extended application ’ 
of the Commendatory texts, not of the Injunctions of Details.—Then again, 
even in connection with the Varunapraghdsa, some details relating to the 
Vaishvadeva have been enjoined; for instance, in the text ‘ They chixrn the 
Fire, etc.’;—and if these were to come to the Varunapraghdsa by ‘ extended 
application ’ also,—as they would, if Injunctive texts also were to come in 
by ‘ extended application —then the separate enjoining of these details 
(in the text just quoted) would be meaningless.—From all this it follows 
that it is only the Commendatory texts that come in (to the Varunapraghdsa) 
by ‘ extended application 


SUTRA (18). 

[Siddhanta]— It should be of the whole, because the 

TERM USED IS A COMMON ONE. 

Bhdsya. 

It is not true that there is ‘ extended apphcation ’ of the Commendatory 
text only ; in fact, there should be such application (or transference) of the 
entire section including the Injunctive and the Commendatory texts.—Why 
so ?—Because the term used is a common one ; i.e. a gener§;l term has been 
used ; the term used is ‘ Brahmana-text ’, which is a general one, applying 
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to the Injunctive as well as to the Commendatory texts; so that if the term 
includes the Injunctive texts just as much as the Commendatory texts» 
then it must mean the ‘ transference * (or extended application) of the 
former also.—It has been argued that “ the Injunctive texts have no 
relationship with the offering-materials —^It is true that the relationship 
between them is not one of Injunction and Enjoined, but certainly there is 
the relationship of rendering help.—“ What help ? —^The help that it 
enjoins the details relating to the Materials, And when this relationship is 
there, it is only logical that, on the strength of the generic term ‘ Brahmana- 
text ’, there should be ‘ transference * of the whole section. 

SUTRA (19). 

Al^SO BECAUSE WE FIND TEXTS INDICATIVE OF THE SAME 

CONCLUSION. 

Bhd§ya. 

There is a text indicative of the ‘ transference ’ of the Injunctive 
texts.—“ What is that indicative text ? ”—There is the text—‘ Varuna- 
praghdseau trimsfiaddhutayo vdjino yajanti dhutlndm aampattyai trirhahat- 
tvdya ’ [‘At the Varuryipraghdaa, there are thirty oblations, etc. etc.*] ; 
this shows that at the Varunapraghdaa, there are thirty oblations. There 
could not be this number of oblations if the Injunctive texts were not 
* transferred *.—Hence it follows that they must be ‘ transferred ’. 

SUTRA (20). 

{Objection] —“ This cannot be ; as it would involve the 

INCONGRUITY OF LAYING DOWN WHAT HAS BEEN ALREADY 
ENJOINED **,—IF THIS IS URGED [then the answer 
will be as in the following Sutra], 

Bhdsya. 

“ It has been argued above (under Su. 17) that if there were transference 
of the Injunctive texts, then there are certain texts which would become 
useless, as laying down what will have been already enjoined in these 
transferred Injunctive texts.—What is the answer to that argument ? ** 

This Sutra is meant only to be a reiteration of a previous objection. 

StJTRA (21). 

There would be no such incongruity ; as the text in 

QUESTION SERVES THE PURPOSE OF OTHERS. 

Bhd§ya, 

The answer to the objection in question is as follows:—Even when 
there is * transference ’ of the Injunctive texts, the laying down of the 
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‘Churning of the Fire’, etc., would not be useless; cis it would serve 
the ptirpose of another offering-material,—^for instance, of the ‘ MdrtUi ’ 
{dmiksd^ curdled milk, dedicated to the Maruts) of the Daksfii}a-Vihdra. 
Consequently the text quoted by the Opponent cannot be taken as lending 
support to the view that there is to be no ‘ transference ’ of the Injunctive 
texts. 



Adhikara-IJa (4); The text^ ‘ Etadbrdhmaimhf etc.\ indicates 
the ‘ transference ’ of the Injunctive and Commendatory 
texts to the ‘ Ekakapdla ’ and the ‘ Aindrdgna \ 

SUTRA (22). 

Similar is the case with the ‘ Ekakapala ’ and the 
‘ Aindraqna ’ (Materials). 

Bhd§ya, 

In connection with the Vaiehvadevay the ‘ Bkakapdla ’ has been laid 
down as the offering-material, in the text—‘ Dydvaprthiviya ^kakapdldh * 
[‘ The cake baked upon one pan, dedicated to Dyauh-Pfthivi *] ;—^in con¬ 
nection with the Varunapraghdaa also, the ‘ Ekakapdla * has been laid down, 
in the text ‘ Kay a ekakapdlah ’ [‘ The cake baked on one pan, dedicated to 
Ka, Brahma *];—again, in connection with the latter, another material 
has been laid down, in the text, ‘ Ainrddgno dvddaahakapdlo mdr%Uydmik§d * 
[‘ The cake baked on twelve pans, dedicated to Indra-Agni ,—the curdled 
milk dedicated to the MartUs *].—^Now in connection with SdkamMha 
sacrifices also, the Ekakapdla and the Aindrdgna are both laid down in the 
text—‘ Aindrdgrwk dvddaahakapdlay indrdya vfttraghn^ charuh, vaiahva- 
karmaryi Ikakapdldk * [‘ The cake baked on twelve pans, dedicated to Indra- 
Agni ,—the cooked rice dedicated to Indra-Vrttrahan ,—the cake baked on 
one pan, dedicated to Viahvakarman ’], And in connection with this last, 
there is the declaration—‘ Etadhrdhma^ aindrdgnah, Uadhrdhmaryi ekaka- 
pdlah, yadhrdhnuin,a itara Uaraahcha ’ [‘ The Aindrdgna has the same 
Brdhmana, and the Ekakapdla has the same Brdhmaiyx as that and that 
other ’J. 

In regard to all this, the conclusion {Siddhdnta) is thus stated (in the 
Butra)—Similar ia the caae with the * Ekakapdla ’ and the ‘ Aindrdgna ’ ;— 
i.e. similar to that of the ‘ Five-Material-Offering ’ (dealt with in the pre¬ 
ceding Adhikaraiyi) ; so that in this case also there is ‘ transference ’ 
( extended application ’) of the entire section, including the Injunctive as 
well as the Commendatory texts, and for the same reasons (as those set 
forth in the preceding Adhikaraifyi)^ 

This Sutra is meant only to state a well-ascertained fact, as 
introducing the next discussion. 



Adhikarana (5) : At the ‘ Sdkamedha ’ sacrifice^ there is 
‘ transference ’ of the ‘ Ekakapala ’ connected with 
the ‘ Varunapraghdsa \ 

SCTRA (23). 

The ‘ Ekakapala ’ connected with the ‘ VaishvadEva ’ is the 

OmaiNAL PRIMARY OF ALL ‘ EkAKAPALAS ’ ; BECAUSE IN 

CONNECTION WITH THE ‘ AoRAYANA ’ WE FIND THE ‘ OFFERING 
OF THE WHOLE ’ AND ‘ NO TURNING BACK ’ ; AND ALSO 
BECAUSE IN CONNECTION WITH THE AvABHRTHA BaTH, 

THERE IS THE DECLARATION OF A SINGLE 
‘ DOUBLE-SLICING 

Bfidaya. 

In connection with the Sdkamedha we read—‘ Etadhrahmann Ekaka- 
pdlah ’ [‘ The Ekakapala has this same Brdhmana-text ’ ]. 

In regard to this, we i^roceed to consider the question—Is the 
‘ Ekakapala ’ here spoken of that pertaining to the Valshvadeva ? Or that 
pertaining to the Varwyapraghdsa ? 

On this question, the Purvapakaa view is as follows:—“It should 
be the Ekakapala pertaining to the Vaishvadeva, —Why ?—-Because 
it is in connection with that tliat the following details have been prescribed 
—Having adorned it, and filled it up, one should offer it in silence, etc. 
etc.’ ; the Ekakapala pertaining to the Vanmapraghdsa, on the other hand, 
has no details prescribed in connection with ithence it is only in reference 
to the former that we could say—‘ this act should be done like that (i.e. 
the Vaiahvad^va) —Hence it is the Ekakapala pertaining to the Valshvadeva 
that should be taken to be meant (in relation to the Sdkamedha), —‘ Inas¬ 
much as the Ekakapala is mentioned along with the Aindragna^ it should 
be taken as the one pertaining to the Varunapraghdsa \ —^Not so ; because 
it is only necessary that two things belonging to the same Parva should 
be spoken of together ; but there is nothing incongruous in two such tilings 
being mentioned together as do not belong to the same Parva, Hence it is 
the Ekakapala of the Valshvadeva that should be taken as meant.” 

In answer to the above, we have the following Siddhdntai —It is the 
Ekakapala of the Varunapraghdsa that is meant.—^Why ?—Because the 
Ekakapdla of the Valshvadeva is the original primary of all Ekakapdlas .— 
How do you know that ?—Because in connection with the Agrayarya we find 
that there is ‘ offering of the whole ’ and ‘ no turning back * ; i.e. at the 
Agrayana^ there is offering of the whole of the Ekakapdla dedicated to 
Dydvd-Prthivl, and also the ‘ absence of turning back —-€ts is shown in 
the following text —Yat sarvahiUam karoti sd tv^kd parichak§d^ huHohutah 
parydvartate sd dvltiyd, djyasyaiva dydvaprthivyau yajeta ’ [‘ That the whole is 
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offered is the first step ; what is offered again and again and turns back is the 
second, but one should offer to Dydvd-Pfthivly Clarified Butter only ’]. This 
text contains the injunction of the offering of Clarified Butter, and indicates 
the ‘ offering of the whole ’ EkakapaUt, as also of ‘ no turning back *, as 
being possible.—On the basis of tliis indication, and also on the basis of the 
declaration that the ‘ double-slicing ’ should be done only once,—in 
connection with the Avahhrtha-Bath there is the definite declaration that 
‘ He slices twice out of this same Ekakapdla ’; it follows that there is 
to be no ‘ double-slicing ’ anywhere else. All this has been prescribed in 
connection with the Ekakapdla of the Vaiahvadeva. From this it follows 
that the Vaiahvadeva is the original primary of all Ekakapdlaa. 

“ What if it is so ? ’* 

It follows from this that the details of the Vaiahvadeva are admissible 
in connection with the Ekakapdla of the Sdkamedha also (directly under the 
General Law that ‘ the Ectype is to be performed like the Archetype ’) ; and 
any ‘ transference ’ of these same to the Sdkamedha would be entirely useless. 
On the other hand, there are certain details that belong specifically to the 
Ekakapdla of the Varumtpraghdaa, and they are not admissible at the Sdka¬ 
medha (by any other means, except ‘ Transference ’); hence in regard to these, 
‘ transference ’ would be of use. From this it follows that in the text in 
question, it is the Ekakapdla of the Varuvyxpraghdaa that should be taken 
to be meant. 

Says the Opponent—“ What you have put forward is only an indicative 
text;—where is the injunction ? ** 

The injunction we shall point out later on under Su. 7. 3. 26. 

“ Which are the Details (of the Ekakapdla of the Varuiyapraghdsa) 
which are meant to be ‘ transferred ’ ? ” 

They are—-that ‘ the Sruk should be of gold or of Shami wood ’ 
and so forth. 


End of Pdda i of Adhydya VII, 
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ADHYAYA VII. 


PADA II. 

Adhikarana (1): Terms like ‘ Rathantara ’ stand only 
for the ‘ music ’ to which the verses are set. 

SUTRA (I). 

[PtfRVAPAK§A (A)] —“ The name of a SIman must be taken in the 

SENSE THAT HAS BEEN TAUGHT.” 

Bhdsya. 


We have the text—‘ He sings the Rathantara over two verses ’ [The 
Sdman sung over the verse ‘ Abhi tvd shura nonmnah^ etc." is called 
‘ Rathantara *] ; and then we have such texts as ‘ He sings the Rathantara over 
the Kavati verses ’ [This extends the application to the three verses 
‘ Kaydnaahchitra dbhuva, etc." which are called ‘ Kavati the normal music 
over which is the ‘ Vamadevya which are sougiit to be shifted by the 
transferred ‘ Rathantara 

The question here is—When the text (‘ Sings the Rathantara over the 
KavcUl verses’) transfers the Rathantara" to the Kavati verses,—what is 
it that is transferred ? 

‘‘ It is clear that what is ‘ transferred ’ is what is tlenotcd by the words 
like ‘ Rathantara 

True ; but that itself is not quite known what is exactly denoted by 
such words. 

“ It has been settled that the name ‘ Sdman " applies to the music (Su. 
1. 4. 3).” 

What has b^^en so settled is going to be objected to now ; and then 
we shall come to a definite conclusion. 

“ If the conclusion is the same that has been settled, why should there 
be any objection ? ” 

The objection is put forward and discussed, with a view to confirm 
(and ratify) the conclusion already arrived at ; just like fixing the 
post by digging and shaking it. 

What is the answer to the question that suggests itself first ? 

“It is thisi—Learned people apply the term ‘ Sdman " to the music 
to which a verse is set, which undergoes many modifications in the shape 
of Stohha (Pause)» accent, time and repetitions, and which has such divisions 
as Prastdva, Udgliha, Pratihdra, Upadrava and Nidhana. Hence there is 
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the doubt (as to whether the term ‘ RcUhcmtara * is to be taken as standing 
for the words of the verse or for the music to which they are set). 

“ ‘ But it heis been already explained that, inasmuch as the words in 
question (Rathantara and the rest} are used only when there is music, they 
should be taken to be connotative of that embellishment which is called 
music.' 

“ True it has been so explained ; but it is that same explanation that 
is being objected to here. In fact, the words in question are not connotative 
of any embelUahment (of the words).—Why ?—Because they are used at a 
time when the sacrifice is not being performed ; as a matter of fact, the 
Sdman is used (sung) when the performance is not going on ; and operations 
of the nature of ‘ embellishments *,—such as washing^ examining^ cleaning 
and so forth—are not performed when the performance is not going on ; 
because apart from the performance, they would be entirely useless. If, on 
the other hand, the terms stand for the Mantra-texts themselves (and 
not for the mvsic), then,—in accordance with the rule that ‘ the Veda is 
to be read ’,—the reading would be rightly done at the time that the sacrifice 
is not being performed. Hence the terms in question should be taken as 
names of the Mantra-texts. —^Further, because of the difference in the 
names. There is a difference of names also,—such as ‘ Rathantara ‘ Bfhat ’ 
and the like.—This diversity of names would be useless (if the words stood 
for musical embellishment), as the embellislxment is one only (not diverse) ; 
so that in that case, the single name ‘ music ’ would suffice. If, on the 
other hand, they are names of the texts, then the diversity of names is 
only right and proper.—^Further, if the Ralhantara were mere music, —^and the 
Brhat also were music, —there would be no justification for such different 
names as ‘ this is Rathantara^ that is Bfhat ’. It is quite justifiable if they 
are names of Mantra-texts. —Lastly, there is diversity of modification also • 
i.e. each Sdman is found to have a distinct modification of its own ; we find 
each Sdman having a distinct modification of its own. Tliia would not be 
possible (if the ternas stood for the music), as the music is one only. As a 
matter of fact, we find a diversity in the modifications only when there 
is diversity in the nature of the embellishment; for instance, Thumping 
brings about the rice (husked grains), and Pounding brings about the 
powder (flour); one and the same process of embellishment does not give us 
the rice as well as the flour. —If on the other hand, the terms in question 
are names of texts, then as the verses are diverse, it is only right that 
there should be diversity in the modifications.—For these reasons the terms 
in question should be taken as names of texts. 

“It is in view of these facts that the final answer is given in the 
Sutra :—The name of the Sdman should he taken in the sense in which it has 
been taught ; that is, the words that are names of ‘ Sdman ’ are to be used 
in the sense in which they have been taught by expounders to their 
pupils.—‘ What is it that has been taught ? ’—It has been taught that 
Sdman is the verse set to music in the form of Stobha and the other divisions ; 
and it is in this sense that the word should be used.—Why so ?—Because 
words like ‘ Rathantara ’ are the names of the texts.” 
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SUTRA (2). 

[Refutation of PUrvapak^a (A)] —But a word cannot be used 

FOR ANY PURPOSE OTHER THAN ITS OWN ;—(a) BECAUSE WORDS 
DENOTE MEANINGS ;—(6) BECAUSE ONE IS DISTINCT FROM 
ANOTHER. The only CONNECTION POSSIBLE IS THAT 
WITH THE ACT (OF SINGING). 

Bhdsya, 

The term ‘ but ’ implies the rejection of the view set forth above. 

It is not right to take the terms as standing for the text.—^Why T — 
The point to consider in this case is that, when it is declared that ‘ one 
sings the Rathantara over the Kavatl verses ’ (a) should it be taken as 
extending the use of the ‘ Abhivati verses ’ [i.e. the verses beginning with 
' Abhi tvd shura nonuma' (Rgveda, 7. 32. 22) over which the Rathantara 
Sdman is normally sung] for the purpose normally served by the ‘ Kavatl 
verses’ (i.e. the verses beginning with ‘ Kayd nashchitradbhuva, etc.,’ Rgveda 
4. 31. 1) ? Or (6) are the Kavatl verses to be made the container (recep¬ 
tacle) of the Abhivati verses ?— {a) Now, it is not possible to * transfer * the 
Abhivati verses to the use to which the Kavatl verses are put.—Why ?— 
Because words denote meanings ; the use of words lies in the expression of 
meanings;—and when it is said that ‘ One should sing the Rathantara over 
the Kavatl verses ’, it is not possible that the meaning expressed by the 
Kavatl verses shotdd be expressed by the Abhivati verses. From this it 
follows that there can be no ‘ transference ’ of use, — (b) Nor can the one 
set of verses be taken as the receptacle of the other ; because one is distinct 
from another ; i.e. no word can subsist in another ; words must remain 
distinct from one another; so that the words ^ Abhi tm shura^ etc,* (i.e. the 
Abhivati verses) are quite distinct from the words ‘ Kayd nashchitra, etc,' 
(i.e. the Kavatl verses). In fact, the only connection with the words that is 
possible is that with the act, —the act of singing. Hence it follows that there 
can be no ‘ transference ’ of the one for the other as its rec&piacle, —Both 
these alternatives, (a) and (6) being impossible, the name {'‘Rathantara') 
cannot be taken as standing for the verse-text {as set to music) [which is the 
Purvapakpa view (A)]. 

SUTRA (3). 

[PtJRVAPAK§A (B)] -“ Or, BEING USED FOR THEIR OWN PURPOSE, THEY 

BOGHT BE REGARDED AS AUXILIARY TO THE OTHER TEXTS ; 

AND OF THIS ACTION, THERE MUST BE SOME PURPOSE.” 

Bhdsya, 

“ The Abhivati verses (over which the Rathantara is sung), while 
used for their own normal purpose, might be regarded (on the basis of the 
declaration xmder consideration, * Should sing the Rathantara over the 
Kavatl verses *) as auxiliary to the Kavatl verses*—‘ How can the words 
Sings the RcUharUara aver the Kavatl verses be taken to mean that the former 
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are to be auxiliary to the latter ? ’—^They can mean that, in the same 
manner as, in the case of the declaration, ‘ If one fails in regard to any rite, 
he should offer the «7at/a-oblations ’ [where the Jaj^a-oblations are treated 
as auxiliary to the other rite ; vide Su. 3. 4. 25-27].—* What purpose of the 
KavcUl verses would the Ahhivatl verses serve ? *—Some transcendental 
purpose may be assumed.—‘ But why ? ’—Because it is an action that is 
spoken of in the text ‘ Sing the Rathantara over the KavaR verses ’, and 
there miist be some purpose to be served by that action ; just as in the 
case of the Praydjaa there is a i^urpose (assumed) to be served by the 
action.” 

The objection to tliis view {Purvapaksa B) is just this, that it is 
necessary to assume a purpose for the action. Hence this view also is 
not well-conceived. 


SUTRA (4). 

[PfjRVAPAKSA (C)]—“ The word alone (might be used) ”—IF THIS IS 
URGED [then it would be refuted as shown under the next Sutra^. 

Bhdsya. 

“ If you think that the use of the Ahhivatl verses as auxiliary to the 
Kavatl verses is not well-conceived,—^then let the word alone be used; 
the meaning being that the word ‘ Rathantara * may be used in regard to the 
Kavatl verses ; i.e. the Kavatl verses should be spoken of by the name 
‘ Rathantara ’.—How so ?—^When a word is uttered, the first and foremost 
idea that is brought about is that of the word itself ; and it is only because 
no practical use can be made of the word as such that the use becomes 
understood (secondarily) as that of the being expressed by the word ; as in 
the case of the word ‘ Odmdnaya ’ (the first idea is that the word ‘ go ’ 
is to be brought in ; and it is taken as standing for the animal cor?, only 
when it is found that no bringing in of the word is possible].—^In the case 
in question however (as it is a case of singing), the use that is possible is of 
the word only, not of what is expressed by it. Hence we shall take the 
term ‘ Rathantara ’ as standing for that word itself.” 


SUTRA (5). 

[Purvapaksa (C) refuted] —That cannot be ; because 

IT IS INBORN. 

Bhdsya. 

The view just set forth (under Su. 4) is even worse than the previous 
one.—Why ?—Because it is inborn ; that is, the relationship between the 
Name and the Named is inborn, eternal; so that a word cannot express any¬ 
thing other than that to which it is eternally related ; for instance, the term 
‘ Cow ’ can never express the Horse, 
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shababa-bh1$ya : 

SOTRA (6). 


Ftjbthbr, in this case the declaration would be 

MEANINGLESS. 

Bhdsya. 

Under the view set forth under Su. 4, the declaration of ‘ transference ’ 
would be meaningless; and it would be laying down something which 
(according to the view under reference) cannot be done. 

The author of the Vftti has explained this Sutra to mean that ' the 
Scripture dealing with the singing of Sdfnan, —i.e. the section Ukthya —^would 
be meaningless ’; and what he means is that, so far as possible, it cannot 
be right to regard all the effort that cultured p(‘ople put forth in the matter 
of singing Sdman as useless. 

[If the text ‘ Sings the Rathantara over the Kavotl verses ’ be taken as refeiring 
to the introducing of the word ‘ Rathantara \ then all that is laid down in the 
section dealing with Ukthya with regard to the singing of the Rathantara-Sdmafi, 
over the Kavatt verses, would have to be regarded as meaningless :—and this would 
be highly improper, as the singing and its details have all been adopted in practice 
by all cultured people.] 

8tJTRA (7). 

[PtJRVAPAKSA (D)]—** It may be the transference of the sound 
[that is meant] ’’—^IF THIS IS PUT FORWARD [then the answer 
would be as in the following Sutra]. 

Bhdsya. 

“ If you think that it would not be right to take the ‘ transference ’ 
as that of the name (the word, ‘ Rathantara ’),—then it may be of the sound ; 
in common parlance, the sound is spoken of as ‘ Sdman ’ ; for instance, when 
it is said ‘ Suedmd devadattah what is meant is that his sound or voice 
is good ; and ‘ sound ’, ‘ voice ‘ tone ’ are all synonymous terms ; and 
all these are spoken of as ‘ Sdman ’ ; and the Rathantara is a Sdman ; hence 
it is' of this sound that there is to be ‘ transference 


8TJTRA (8). 

[Refutation of PCrvapak^a (D)]— ^Not so ; because the thing being 

NON-EXISTENT, THE DECLARATION COULD NOT BE APPLICABLE. 

Bhd§ya. 

It is not right to say that there would be transference of the * sound —• 
Why ?—Because the thing being non-existent ; i.e. the tiling—the ‘ sound ’ 
of the Ahhivatl verses—cannot be present in the Kavatl verses.—“ It is 
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because it is non-existent that it would be brought into existence.”—^The 
answer to that is that it is not possible even to bring it into existence ; it is 
absolutely impossible to reproduce, in the Kavatl verses, the sound expressive 
of the syllables of the Ahhivatl verses ; if it could be reproduced, then they 
would not be Kavatl at all. If then, it cannot be brought into existence,— 
and it is not already there,—then the declaration that ‘ One should sing the 
RaihanJtara over the Kavatl verses * could not have any connection with 
any other word.—From this we conclude that there can be no ' transference ’ 
of the sound. 


SUTRA (9). 

[POrvapaksa (E)1—“ Then, the sound (of the AbhivatI) would be 

THERE IN THE UTTERANCE (OF THE KaVATI) ; AS THBPB ARE 
VOWELS AND CONSONANTS THAT ARE COMMON 
TO BOTH.” 

Ehdaya. 

The term ^ tu\ ‘ then % implies the setting forth of another view. 

If it is not possible to reproduce the ‘ sound ’ of the AbhivatI in the 
KavcUlf —then the declaration, ‘ Sings the Rathantara over the Kavatl verses 
may be a reference. —How so ?—e proceed to explain : Of the declaration 
‘ Kavatlsu rathantaram gdyati there are two constructions possible— (a) 
‘ Sings that Rathantara which is in the Kavatl verses *, and (6) ‘It is the 
Rathantara that one sings over the Kavatl verses ’ ;—^it has been pointed 
out that, of these, the latter, ‘ it is the Rathantara that one sings over the 
Kavatl verses ’, is not possible if the sound is regarded as the ‘ Sdman ’ 
(Rathantara), —because, it has been pointed out that it is not possible to 
introduce the sound of the Abhwatl into the Kavatl. But the former con¬ 
struction is quite possible : viz. ‘ Sings that Rathantara which is in the 
Kavatl verses ’; [in this case there is no introducing of any new sounds that 
are not already there]. 

‘ But this also is not possible ; because tliere is no Rathantara in the 
Kavatl verses.’ 

“It is in answer to this/that we have the Sutra — The sound would be 
tilere in the titterance { i.e. the sound, of the Ahhivatl verses would be there in 
the utterance —of the Kavatl verses.—How ?—Because there are vowels and 
consonants common to both ; i.e. many vowels and consonants found 
in the Ahhivatl verses are common in the Kavatl verses ; i.e. are 
present in the Ahhivatl as well as in the Kavatl verses. Thus then the 
sound in relation to tho.se common vowels and consonants that are present 
in the Ahhivatl verses (and hence in the Rathantara) woiild be present in the 
Kavatl verses also. And it is the presence of this sound that is referred to 
in the sentence ' Kavatl^ rathantaram gdyati ’ (in the .sense that ‘ one 
sings that Rathantara which is there in the Kavatl verses in the shape of 
the said common sounds).— Hence we take the sentence in question to be a 
reference to the sound.'' 
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Also because we find texts indicative of the same 

CONCLUSION.” 

Bhdsya. 

“ We find a text also pointing to the fact that the Rathantara is present 
in the ‘ latter two verses ‘ What is that text ? ’—It is as follows—‘ .1 
do not perceive the Rathantara in the latter two verses,—with this view 
Viahvdmitra performed austerities; I do not perceive the Brhat in the latter two 
verses,—with this view Vashiptha performed austerities It is only when 
a thing exists and is not perceived that an attempt is made for perceiving 
it; for instance, one lights a lamp for the seeing of the jar that is there, 
not for the seeing of the Hare's Horn, From this it is clear that there are 
Rathantara and Brhat Sdtnans sung over the two latter verses ; and it is 
to this that there is a reference in the text in question.” 

SUTRA (11). 

[Refutation of POrvapaksa (E)]—But in connection with the 

LATER VERSES, THERE WOULD BE NO MODIFICATION SPOKEN OF ; 

HENCE IT MUST BE JUST AS IN THE ORIGINAL TEXT. 

Bhd^ya. 

The term ‘ but ’ implies the rejection of the view set forth above. 

It is not right to hold that there is reference to the sound. —Why ?— 
Because, if such were the case, then there would • be no modification spoken of 
in connection with the later verses, and hence these later verses would have 
to be used just as they are found in the original text,—just as they were 
read at the time of reading the V^edic text (without the music) ; and in that 
case, if the text ‘ Sings the Rathantara over the later verses ’ were a mere 
reference, it would not lead to any activity, and as such, would become 
useless.—For these reasons it is not right to take the text as a refeience 
to the sound. 

SUTRA (12). 

Further, there would be an incongruity among 

THE WORDS. 

Bhd§ya. 

There would be an incongruity among the names of Saman —‘ Rathan- 
Uira ’ and the rest,—as used in such texts as ‘ Rathantarani uttarayohy 
Brhaduttarayoli \—“How so ? ”—We are going to explain it. The ‘ sound ’ 
being what is called ‘ Saman \ the term ‘ Rathantara ’ or ‘ Brhat ’ is used in 
the sense of a particular sound consisting in a set of sounds occurring in a 
definite order; if this order of sequence among the sounds is distxirbed at 
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any point, there is an incongruity (inapplicability of the name). Hence 
it cannot be right to hold that the sound is what is denoted by the term 
‘ Sdman and that it is this sound that is referred to in the text (‘ Sings the 
Rathantara over the Kavatl verses^’). 


Says the enquirer—“ You have rejected all ilie possible views on the 
subject. Then does it mean that there is to be no use (of the Rathantara) 
at all (in connection with the Kavatl verses) ? ” 

The Purvapaksin replies [and puts forward the view tliat is Purva- 
pakaa (F)]—“ The ‘ transference ’ should be of the verse itself [not of the 
verse set to music, as propoimded in Purvapaksa (A)]. —‘ But it has been ex¬ 
plained that no transference of one verse into another verse is possible.’—True : 
but there would be transference in regard to place ; when it is said that 
‘ Kavatlsu rathantaram gdyati it is true that it is not possible to sing the 
Rathantara over the Kavatl verses ; hence we can take it as referring to place ; 
the meaning being that ‘ the Rathantara is to bo sung in place of the Kavatl 
verses ’ ; the construction (the sense of the T-.ocative) being just like what 
we have in such expressions as agiuiu tiathati (‘stays in the fire’), 
‘ kdp^ tisthati ’ (‘ stays in the well ’).—Or it may be taken as referring to 
the details ; the sense of the term ‘ rathantaram ’ being that ‘ the charac¬ 
teristic details of the Rathantara are to be extended (transferred) to the 
Kavatl versos ’,—such details, for instance, as ‘ when the Rathantara is 
going to be introduced, one should think, in his mind, over Prithivi^ and 
so forth ; this ‘ transference * being like what there is in a c€tse where the 
Teacher having gone abroad, the pupil is told that * the Teacher’s wdfe is 
your Teacher ’, the meaning of which is that the service that is due to the 
Teacher should be rendered to the Teacher’s wife,—the service being 
‘ transferred ’ to the Teacher’s wife.” 


SUTRA (13). 

[SiddhInta] —In fact, the right view is that the term should be 

TAKEN AS DENOTING AN ACTION ; BECAUSE IN THIS THE WELL- 
KNOWN SIGNIFICATION OF THE WORD WOULD BE ACCEPTED ; 

AND ALSO BECAUSE THE MODIFICATORY EMBELLISH¬ 
MENT CONCERNED IS NOT DIFFERENT FROM 
OTHERS, 

Bhdsya, 

In fact, it is not the right view that “ the term ‘ Sdman ’ applies to 
the verse and it is the transference of the verse that is meant by the text, 
and that we may take it as indicating either the place or the characteristic 
details ” (as set forth under Su. 12),—Because recourse to Indirect Indication 
is permissible only when there is no other way. 
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The right view is that the term should be taken as denoting an action ; 
i.e. words like ‘ Rathantara ’ should be taken as denoting the action of singing 
as an embellishment.—Why so ?—-The groimds for this have been already 
explained under Su. 1. 4. 3, where it has been declared that * The Toaroo Sdrruin 
is applied to the music ' ; it has been seen there that the term ‘ Sdman ’ 
is applied to the verse qualified by music ; and there can be no conception 
of the qualified entity until the qxjialification has b€)en conceived ; hence 
it is this factor of qualification that is really denoted (by the word ‘ Sdman ’), 
and it is from this idea of the q'ualification thus obtained that there arises 
the idea of the qualified thing which is associated with the qualification; 
hence in the connotation of the term ‘ Sdman \ there is not the least touch 
of the verse (text) ; and on that same ground we declare that it denotes 
the singing (music). 

Furthery in this the well-known signification of the word wouM be accepted ; 
as a matter of fact, the word ‘ gay at i ’ (‘ sings ’) is well known as signifying 
the act of singing, —“ What is this act of singing ? ”—It consists in the 
pronouncing of words in a particular manner ;—this is what is spoken of 
as ‘ gdyati ’ (‘ sings ’) or ‘ gdrvam karoti ’ (‘ does the singing ’) ;—and 

it is this act which is denoted by the terms ‘ Rathantara ’ and the like ; as 
is clear from the fact that this term (‘ Rathantara ’) has been used (in the 
text in question) along with the verb ‘ gdyati ’ (‘ sings ’), and also from the 
force of the Accusative ending (in ‘ rathantararn ’) ; just as in the case of 
such expressions as ‘ Asdritakam gdyati \ ‘ Vardhamdnam gdyati 

“ We also find terms expressive of words (verbal texts) being spoken of 
along with the verb ‘ gdyati \ in such expressions as ‘ Qdthdm gdyati ’ (‘ sings 
a song ’), ‘ ftcham gdyati ’ (‘ sings a verse 

True ; but the construction of the words has to be altered ; what the 
expression means is ‘ Embellishes the verse with singing’ gdnena rcham 
saniskaroti ’) ; becaiise the ordinary construction, as it stands—which would 
be ‘ gdnena karoti fvham ’ (as ' gdyati ’ means ‘ gdrvam karoti ’)—^would be 
absiu’d. —Hence the term ‘ Rathantara ’ should be taken as denoting the 
music. 

For the following reason also the term ‘ Rathantara ’ should be taken 
as denoting the music. — Because the modificatory enibellishment concerned 
is not different frcnn others. Tn the case of the various Sdmans (Rathantara 
and the rest) we find that the words of thf^ verses undergo modifications ; 
for instance (in the singing of the verse), short syllables become long and 
long ones become short, the ‘ broad ’ (in accent) becomes ‘ mute * and the 
‘ mute ’ becomes " broad ’ ; and these modifications do not difiter from other 
modifications which are of the nature of embellishments ; for instance, by 
the embellishing, modification of Threshing the Vrthi corn becomes the 
husked rice and by the embellishing modification of Pounding, the rice- 
grains become flour.—From all this it follows that what is denoted by the 
words ‘ Rathantara ’ and the like is the embellishment in the form of singing 
(music) of the words (of the verse); and it is the transference of this music 
that is meant by the text (‘ Kavatlsu rathantararn karoti'). 
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Further, the ‘ Saman ’ (Rathantara and the rest) is 

FOUND EVEN WITHOUT A SUBSTANCE. 

Bhd§ya, 

Furtherf the Saman is found even without a substance ;—the Saina- 
vedins use the term ‘substance* {"dravya^) in the sense of verse {Bfc) i 
hence ‘ without a substance ’ means without a verse ; thus then, the meaning 
of the Sutra is that, as a matter of fact, the Saman is found (to be spoken 
of as) without a verse ; for instance, there is the text—‘ Prajdpaterhrdayam - 
anrcham gay at i’' [‘He sings the Prajdpati-hj'daya without a verse’]; 
here we find that the particular Sdmany ‘ Prajdpati-hrdaya * by name, is 
spoken of as appearing (being sung) without a verse ;—if the term ‘ Saman * 
denoted the verse^ how could the Prajdpati-hrdaya (which is a Saman) 
be without a verse ? If, on the other hand, the term ‘ Saman ’ stands for 
the music, then, there can be music even without a verse ; and in that case 
it becomes possible to ‘ sing ihe Prajdpati-hrdaya witliout a verse — For this 
reason also the term ‘ Saman ’ should be taken as standing for the music. 

Says the Opponent—“ We liave already pointed out that if the teim 
‘ Rathantara ’ stands for the embellishment (music), then its employment 
at any time other than at the performance would be absolutely futile.’' 

In answer to this, we have the following Sutra :— 


SCTRA (15). 

Its employment would be for the purpose of learning it ; in 

FACT, it takes DIFFERENT FORMS WITH DIFFERENT BASKS ; 

THE PURPOSE SERVED BY THESE IS SUPERPHYSICAL, BEING, 

AS IT IS, A MATTER OF INSTRUCTION. 

Bhd§ya. 

Its employment, at a time other than that of a sacrificial performance, 
would be for the purpose of learning it, —i.e. for learning and practising it. 
With different bases, —that is, the basic things being different,—i.e. diverse,- 
it takes different forms ; i.e. the music assumes different forms with the 
varying bases ; and hence it has got to be learnt and practised with ea<*h 
individual verse (which is the basis for the Sama-music), for the purpose 
of acquiring efficiency and expeditiousness at the time of actual sacrificial 
performance ;—it is like the case of the Bhumirathika (ground-charioteer); 
just as the ground-charioteer draws the figure of the chariot on the ground 
and carries on his practice (by means of drawings) and this exercise and 
practice come useful to him at the time of the actual performance. 

As regards the purpose served by these, Rathantara and other Sdmans, it 
is superphysical, —it cannot be seen in the ordinary world, like the purpose 
that is served by Threshing and other embellishing acts.—Why so ?— 
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Becaiise it is a matter of instrucUon ; i.e. it is only taught as between the 
Teacher and his pupil—^that such and such music is called ‘ Rathantara 
and it is found to be nothing visible in the ordinary world. 

Thus it is found that the objection, that “it is employed at a time 
other than that of a sacrificial performance ”, has no force at all. 

Another argument has been urged on the basis of the difference of 
names (among the various SdmanSy ‘ Rathantara \ ‘ Brhat \ etc.). —The answer 
to this is given in the following Sutra i — 

StJTRA (16). 

Particular names are applied to it (the music), by reason of the 

DIFFERENCE IN THE MODULATIONS. 

Bhdsya. 

Though the embellishment is one only, in the foriri of ‘music’, 
there would be particular names applied to it ;—why ?— by rexison of the 
difference in the modulations ; though as music, it is one and the same in 
all cases, yet there are preculiarities ; and it is on the basis of these pecu¬ 
liarities that there are different names ; such as ‘ Asdritaka \ ‘ Vardhamdnaka * 
and so forth ; as a matter of fact, the music known as ‘ Asdritaka ’ has 
peculiarities which are distinct from the peculiarities of the music known 
as ‘ Vardhamdnaka ’ j similarly in the case cited by the Purvapaksin, the 
peculiarities of the music known as ‘ Rathantara ’ are distinct from the 
peculiarities of the music known as ‘ Brhat ’. It is on this ground that 
there are different names. 


SUTRA (17). 

Then again, verses that form the ‘ base ^ (‘ yoni ’ of the Saman) 

AND ARE SPOKEN OF AS ' TO BE RECITED ’ (SHASYA) ARE 
ENJOINED EQUALLY WITH OTHERS. 

Bhdsya. 

‘ Yonishasya ’ means that wliich is ‘ yoni ’ (base of a Saman) and also 
‘ shasyd ’ (spoken of as to be recited) ; and what is meant is that those verses 
that are ‘ yoni and shasyd * are enjoined equally with those others that are 
not ‘ yoni ’ and are yet ‘ shasyd ’—in the following texts—‘ Ydmydh shamsati ’ 
(‘Recites the verses sacred to Yama'), "Shipivisfavatlm shamsati' (‘Recites 
the verse containing the word ‘ Shipivista ’);—[In these two texts, two verses 
are spoken of as to be ‘ recited shasyd, which are not the ‘ base ’ of any 
Sdm4xn\ ;—‘ Rathantarasya yoninuinushamsati ’ (‘ Recites the verse which is 
the base of the Rathantara-Sdman'), ' Brhato yonimanushaihsati ' (‘Recites 
the verse which is the base of the BrhaUSdman) ;—[In these two latter texts, 
we have two verses spoken of as to be recited, ‘ shasyd which are also the 
* base * of a Sdman\ —“ In what respect are these two sets equal ? ”—They 
are equal in this sense that both have been spoken of by means of the word 
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^ ahameati' (‘recites’). There are two words 'ataiUi^ and "ahamacUi' 
which, though equally expressing the act of eulogising^ have yet their 
exact spheres strictly limited ; that the term ‘ atauti ’ is applied to causes 
where the Mantra-texta are aung^ while the term ‘ aharhaati ’ is applied to 
cases where the texts are not sung ; that such is the restricted meaning of 
these terms is clear from the texts— (a) ‘ Pra-u-gam aharhaati \ (h) ‘ Niakai- 
valyam aharhaati *, and (c) ‘ Ajyaih atuvate (d) ‘ Prathaih atu'vaU ’ [the 
Mantras mentioned in (a) and (b) are to be recited, and those mentioned 
in (c) and (d) are to bo sung \—Thus then, inasmuch as in the text quoted 
above, the base of the Rathantara has been mentioned along with the verb 
‘ aharhaaii *, it clearly shows that that base is not sung ;—now it is only if 
the Rathantara itself were rnuaic that an unsung verse could be its ‘ base ’ ; 
otherwise (i.e, if the ‘ Rathantara ’ meant the verse, then) no verse could be 
spoken of as ‘ the base of Rathantara \—From all this it follows that the 
name ‘ Sdman ’ applies to the music. 

SUTRA (18). 

FuBTHEB, the ‘ SAMAN ’ IS FOUND MENTIONED EVEN IN CONNECTION 

WITH WHAT IS NOT ITS ‘ BASE ’ ; AND IT IS ALSO FOUND 
MENTIONED IN CONNECTION WITH A ‘ BASE ' DIFFEBENT 
IN CHABACTER FROM ITS REAL ‘ BASE \ 

Bhdaya. 

(а) In the following text, the Sdman is found to be mentioned in 
connection with a verse which is not its ‘ base *—‘ Sthdlydm aaktvavadhlyate 
itydhuryat hrhad gdyatrlau kriyate apt chaindm rujati na cha aaydm aam- 
bhavati ’ ;—here we find the Brhat-Sdman mentioned as being sung over a 
verse in the Qdyatrl-metre (and deprecated) ;—as a matter of fact, the ‘ base ’ 
of the Brhat-Sdman must be a verse in the Brhatl-metre ;—now if the term 
‘ Sdman ’ stood for the verse, then there would be no possibility of the 
Brhat-Sdman (which ex-hypotheai would be the same as the verse in the 
Brhatl-metre) to be sung over a verse in the Gdyatrl-metre [and hence the 
deprecation of it would be meaningless];—on the other hand, if the term 
‘ Sdman ’ stands for the music, then it would be possible for the Bfhat- 
music to be sung over the verso in the Gdyatrl-metre ; and hence a reference 
to it in the text quoted,—in the words ‘ yadbhfhat gdyatr^u kriyate — 
becomes quite intelligible. 

(б) Similarly, the following text shows that the Sdman is used also in 
connection with a ‘ base ’ which is different in character from its own 
‘ base ’—‘ Yo vai vichchhandaai sdrnohati sa rcham sarhshrridti adrua va 
vilikhati adma aarhshfiuiti fcham vilikhati ’ [‘ // one modifies the Sdman to 
fit a wrong metre, he destroys the verse and ruins the Sdman, or destroys the 
Sdman and ruins the verse ’];—^what this means is that when a Sdman is 
sung with a wrong metre, there must, in course of the adaptation, be some 
modifications made either in the music or in the words of the text; in these 
modifications, as between the music and the verse, that which is ‘ reduced * 
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in said to be ‘ ruined and that which is ‘ increased ’ is said to be 
‘ destroyed *. All this would bo possible only if the term ‘ Sdman ’ stood 
for the mu8w, and not if it stood for the verse. The ‘modifying’ also 
spoken of in connection with the Sdman would be possible only in the music, 
never in the text of the verse. If the term ‘ Sdman ’ stood for the verse, 
then it would always have to be read as in the text of the Veda, and there 
could be no ‘ modification ’ of it.—For this reason also the term ‘ Sdman * 
must be taken as standing for the music. 


StJTRA (19). 

[Objection against Su. 15] —“ When the base ls one only, 

THERE CANNOT BE A DIVERSITY OF FORMS ”,—IF THIS IS 

iTROED [then the answer is as in the next Sutra]. 

Bhdsya. 

It has been argued (under Su. 15) that ‘ its employment is for the 
purpose of learning it Against this the following objection is urged :— 
“ When the base Is one only, there cannot be a diversity of form^ ; the Rathan- 
tara-music is a thing different from the Brhat-muaic ; so that when the 
RatharUara-7nusic is learnt, the Brhat-music remains unlearnt ; hence it is 
only right that after the Rathanfara-mueic has been learnt, the Brhat- 
music should be used (sung) even at a time other than that at which a 
performance is going on, for the purpose of being learnt.—But the Rathan- 
tara-music by itself is a single thing ; and when one has learnt its use in 
connection with its base, there can be no ne^ni for learning the same music 
in connection with the subsequent versos. And at any time other tlian that 
of the performance, there can be no propriety in using the said music wliich 
is only an embellishing factor (and can be of use only during a performance). 
—From all this it follows that the term ‘ Sdman ’ does not stand for the 
embellishment (in the shape of music). 

The answer to this objection is given in the following Sutra :— 


SUTRA (20). 

It should be there also ; because it would not have been accom¬ 
plished IN CONNECTION WITH OTHER THINGS ; AS IN THE CASE 

OF ‘ Cooking ’. 

Bhd§ya. 

There would be a diversity of forms in the case cited also.—“ Why 
so ? ”— Because it wouXdL not have been cu^mplished in connection with other 
things ; —i.e. in connection with other verses ; as the ‘ base * would be 
different;— as in the case of cooking ; just as there is a single object 
‘ Cooking ’ by name, yet it assumes diverse forms in connection with 
diverse things; for instance, the ‘ Cooking * of rice. is of one kind, while 



ADHYIYA VU, pa da II, ADHIKARANA (1). 


1265 


that of molaaaea is of a totally different kind ; so that the man who has 
learnt the cooking of rice cannot know how to cook molasses, unless he 
learns it.—Thus it is only right that even in the case cited the music should 
be used even at times other than that of a performance. 

SUTRA (21). 

Thebe is compatibility also of the wobds. 

Bhdaya, 

In the manner explained above, compatibility is secured among the 
terms denoting the Samaria and those denoting the verae ; for instance, 
in the text ‘ Kavatiau rathantaram gdyati \ the term ‘ Kavatl * stands for 
the verses, and the term ‘ Rathantara ’ stands for the Sdman (music); othei - 
wise (under any other view) either the term ' Kavatl ’ would have to be 
taken as indirectly indicating place, —or the term ‘ Rathantara ’ as indirectly 
indicating the characteriatic detaila. 

From all this it follows that the term ‘ Sdman ’ (Rathantara^ etc.) 
stands for the muaic. 


End of Pdda it of Adhydya VIJ. 



ADHYAYA VII. 

PADA III. 


Adhikarana (1): Names like ‘ Agnihotra^ are indicators 
of the ‘ transference ’ of details. 

SOTRA (1). 

It has been explained that the term is the name of an action ; 

WHEN IT OCCURS ELSEWHERE, IT SHOULD BE TAKEN AS 
indicating THE ‘ EXTENDED APPLICATION ’ OF 
ACCESSORY DETAILS. 

Bhdsya. 

It was declared in the beginning of the Adhydya that we would explain 
later on instances of the ‘ transference of details by means of Names ’ ; 
this is what is going to be explained now. 

In connection with the KuT^dapdyindrnayana, we read—‘ Mdmnagni- 
hotram juhoti * [‘He offers the Agnihotra for a month ’]; and it has been 
found (under 2. 3. 24) that tliis Monthly-Agnihotra is distinct from the 
compulsory Daily Agnihotra, Now we are going to consider the presence 
of the term ‘ Agnihotra ’ in the text quoted.—For what purpose has it been 
used here ?—On this point we proceed with the statement of the Siddhdnta 
Yiew ;—It has been explained that the term is the name of an action^—when it 
occurs elsewhere, it should he taken as indicating the ‘ extended application * 
of accessory details. It has been explained that the term ‘ Agnihotra * is the 
name of an action,—at the very outset, under Su. 1, 4. 4, ‘ There is another 
injunction of that accessory ’ ;—^when the said term occurs elsewhere —i.e. in 
connection with Homa offered at the KuTi^payindmayana. —it should be 
taken as indicating the ‘ extended application ’ of details ; i.e. the details 
of the Daily Agnihotra should be understood to be ‘ transferred ’ to the 
Monthly Agnihotra tlxrough the name ‘ Agnihotra \—Why so ?—The explana¬ 
tion of this is that here we have the name of one act applied to another 
act; and when the name of one thing is applied to another, it implies the 
similarity of the former to the latter ;—in a case where such similarity is 
already known, there is mere reference ; as in the case of the expression 
‘ Devadatta is a lion ’ [where the qualities of the lion are already known to 
be present in the man]; but in cases where it is not already known, it is 
taken as enjoined (predicated) ; e.g. in the expression * Make lions of this 
flour * [where the making of the flour similar to the lion is enjoined]. In 
the case in question, the fact of the Monthly-Homa being similar to the 
Daily Agnihotra is not already known; and hence it is this similarity that 
is taken to be enjoined in the sentence ‘ He offers the Agnihol/ra for a month *, 
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—which means that tiiis monthly ottering is to be made in the same manner 
as the Daily Agnihotra. 

Question —The text has been construed to mean that ‘ the MorUhly 
Agnihotra is like the Daily Agnihotra *; but] the affix ‘ vati \ denoting likeness^ 
not being there, whence can thi^ notion of likeness be derived ? ” 

Answer —It is deduced from association ; the term ‘ Agnihotra ’ is related 
to a sacrifice, and it can indicate the details associated with that sacrifice, 
such as milking of the cow and the rest; and when it can indicate these, 
it can also extend their application ; so that even without the ‘ vcUi '-affix 
(denoting likeness), the idea in question can be got at. 

SUTRA (2). 

[PdRVAPAK join’s objection TO SiDDHANTA]-“ In REALITY, BOTH (THE 

SACRIFICES) SHOULD BE REOARDED AS INDEPENDENT ; AS 
BOTFl ARE EQUALLY ENTITLED (TO THE NAME).” 

Bhdsya. 

The two particles ‘ vd ' and ‘ api ’ liave been put in the reverse order ; 
the \is\ial plirase is ‘ api vd *. 

“ In reality, both these sacrifices should bo regarded as independent,— 
and the Homa of the Kundapdyiridinayaria should not bo regarded as 
preceded by (dependent upon) the Homa of the Daily Agnihotra ; it is 
only the name that is common to them.—Why so ? ”—-Because both are 
equally entitled to the name ; i.e. the Homa of the Kundktpdyiriurruiyarui. 
also is entitled to the name ‘ Agnihotra ’ ;—^just as in coimection with the 
Daily Agnihotra, there are the words ‘ Agnihotram jxihoti ’, so also are these 
same words present in the text laying down the Monthly Agnihotra (‘ Mdsam 
Agnihotram juhoti ’) ; the name thus being present in connection with both 
sacrifices, there is no ground for making any such discrimination as that 
the name (‘ Agnihotra ’) applies to the Daily, and not to the Monthly, 
sacrifice. Thus the name must be taken as comrnon to both, and hence 
the name cannot be made a ground for the ‘ transference ’ of the details 
(of the Daily Agnihotra, to the Monthly Agnihotra)," 

SUTRA (3). 

[The Siddhdritin's Reply] —But the name is inborn. 

Bhdsya. 

The relationship between the Name and the Named is inborn ; so tliat 
a name should bo always taken as applying to that tiling alone to wliich 
its relationship is known to be inborn, —and not to any other thing also ; 
because, if it did apply to both, then there would be no fixity of denotation, 
and hence no confidence in the signification of words ; it has been declared 
already that ‘ it is not right that a word should have more than one 
meaning’. When the name Agnilhotra') therefore cannot apply to both 

36 
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sacrifices, it has to be taken as denoting the Daily AguihotTa^ and as 
applied to the other for the purpose of asserting its likeness to that 
Agnihotra ; thus there is no reason for taking the name as directly denoting 
the Monthly sacrifice. Consequently the name should be taken as indicating 
the ‘ transference ’ of the details (from the Dailyy to the Monthly, sacrifice). 

Says the Opponent—i‘ But why should you say that the name of the 
Daily Agnihotra has been applied to the Monthly Agnihotra, and not that 
the name of the Monthly Agnihotra has been applied to the Daily 
Agnihotra ? ” 

In answer to this, we have the following Sutra — 


SUTRA (4). 

By reason of the perceptible presence of accessory details (in 

CONNECTION WITH THE DaILY SACRIFICE), THE NAME (AS 
APPLIED TO THE MONTHLY SACRIFICE) SHOULD BE TAKEN 
AS INDICATING THE PERFORMANCE OF THESE DETAILS ; 

IN THE ABSENCE OF THESE DETAILS, THE NAME 
WOULD NOT BE UNDERSTOOD. 

Bhdsya, 

In the Daily Agnihotra, the presence of the accessory details is per¬ 
ceptible ; i.e. we find the accessory details laid down directly in connection 
with it; such as—‘ the milking of the cow is to be done in this way,—the 
milk is to be boiled in this way,—the rice is to be cooked in this way,—the 
fuel used at the Agnihotra should be Khadira, —the oblations should be 
offered in this way ’, and so on.—From this perceptible presence of accessory 
details, it follows that the name really applies to the Dally Agnihotra, and 
when it is used in connection with the Monthly sacrifice, it must be regarded 
as indicating the performance of the said milking of the cow and other details ; 
i.e. as indicating the transference ’ of those details.—As for the Monthly 
Agnihotra, there are no accessory details laid down in connection with it; 
and in the absence of such details, the name would not he understood ; i.e. 
it could not be understood why the name ‘ Agnihotra ’ had been applied 
to the sacrifice. 

Or, the Sutra may be explained as follows— The presence of accessories 
is perceptible ; i.e. in the Daily Agnihotra, the Material and the Deity are 
directly laid down—‘ Offers the oblation of curds ‘ Offers the oblation of 
milk % ‘ Offers an oblation to Agni and to Prajdpati in the evening ’.—From 
this perceptible presence of accessories, the term should be regarded as the 
name of a sacrifice, the name of an act;—the sense being that ‘ the Homa 
offered in this manner is named Agnihotra \ As for the other Homa (the 
Monthly one), its accessories are not laid down ; and in the absence of such 
accessories, it would remain unknown ; i.e. it could not be known what 
sort of Agnihotra it was.—“ The Month would be the form of that Agnihotra 
—The Month cannot be a part of the action ; it is a property pertaining to the 
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performer.—Further, what the sentence in question does is to lay down the 
‘ Agnihotra * in reference to the ‘ month ’; and not to represent the Agnihotra 
by the Month. 

From all this it follows that ‘ Agjiihotra ’ is the name of the Daily 
Agnihotra^ and the name as applied to the other (the Monthly sacrifice) 
only serves to ‘ transfer * the likeness of the Daily sacrifice to the Monthly one. 


Question —“ Is this then the universal rule—that whenever the name 
of an action is applied to another, it transfers to the latter the accessory 
details of the former ? ” 

Answer —That Ls certainly the principle hitherto arrived at. 

As against the said universal rule (as an exception to it) we have the 
following Adhikarana. 


Adhikarana (2): The name ^ Prdyanlya^ does not indicate 
the ^ transference ’ of details. 

SUTRA (5). 

But in the case of the Satra-sacrifice, the declaration 

SHOULD BE TAKEN AS SERVING THE PURPOSE OF 
EXPRESSING A QUALITY. 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Qavdmayana we read—‘ Vaishvdnaro jyotistomah 
prdyatuyam aharbhavaii ; [where the first day of the Gavdmayana is called 
‘ Prdyanlya ’J ;—at the Dvddashdha also, the first ‘ day ’ is called ‘ Prdyaniya *, 
as declared in the text—‘ PrdyanioyoHirdtrah \ These two sacrifices spoken 
of as ‘ Prdyanlya ’ must be taken as distinct from one another, on the same 
principle of 2. 3. 24, as that which proved (in the last Adhikarana) the 
two Agnihotras to be distinct.—But in the present case, even though the 
name ‘ prdyaniya ’ has been applied to the second sacrifice, it does not 
indicate the ‘ transference ’ of the details of the first, to the second, sacrifice. 
—What then is it ?—The declaration serves the purpose of signifying a 
quality. —How so ?—It has been explained (in the foregoing Adhikaranui) 
that it is by indirect figurative indication that a Name indicates the trans¬ 
ference of details ;—but such indirect indication can be admitted only 
when the direct denotation of the words is not admissible ;—in the present 
instance, however, it is only the direct denotation that is admissible; whereby 
the word denotes a quality ; and hence by reason of the presence of the 
quality in the shape of the action, the name applies to the sacrifice by 
direct denotation ; the name ‘ prdyafjAya * denoting ‘ that with which they 
start the work ’ (‘ Prayanti anena ’),—^i.e. that with wliich the performance 
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of the Satra begins.—The supplementary declaration also indicates the same 
meaning of the name—‘ He places the Jyotis first —the sense being that 
‘ since Jyotis is Prdyaniyay therefore, Jyotis is made the first ’ ; this is the 
sense of the sentence ‘ he places the Jyotis first —From this it follows 
that in the present case there is no indication of ‘ Transference ’ by the Name. 

[The term ‘ prdyamya ’ denotes the first ;—both the sacrifices in question are 
equally entitled to being called ‘ the first ’ : hence this case is not analogous to 
that of the two ‘ Agnihotras where, by reason of the presence of details in connec¬ 
tion with the Daily Agnihotra only, the Monthly Agnihoira had to bt^ taken as 
entitled to the name ^Agnihotra. ’ only indirectly. Hence in the present Ciise, the 
application of the name ‘ Prdyamya ’ to one act does not mean the transference 
of that act to the other act, M’hich also is named ‘ Prdyanlya \] 



Adhikarana ( 3 ) : The presence of the term ‘ Sarvaprsiha ^ 
indicates the ‘ transference ’ of all the six 
^ Prsthas \ 

StJTRA (6). 


[Ptjrvapaksa]—“ When the Vishvajit sacrifice is spoken of as 

‘ SaRVAPRSTHA \ WHAT IT STANDS FOR ARB THE ‘ PrSTHAS ’ 
CONNECTED WITH THE JyOTISTOMA ; BECAUSE THE 

Vishvajit is preceded by it, the term ‘ Prj^tha ’ 

IS APPLICABLE (TO THEM)/' 


Bhdsya. 


There is the text —‘ Vishvajit sarvapratho hhavati ’ The Vishvajit 
sacrifice is Sarvaprsiha, i.e. havimj all the Prstha-hymns ’]• 

Til regard to this, we proceed to consider the question—Is this a mere 
Reference ? or an Injunction ? 

The Purvapaksa view on this question is as follows :—“ It is a mere 
reference.—Why so ?—It is only that which is without ‘ all the Prsthas ’ 
in connection with which ‘ all the Prsthas ’ could be enjoined ; that which 
already has ‘ all the Prsthas \ what would be the use of enjoining the same 
with regard to that ? —As a matter of fact, the Vishvajit already has ‘ all the 
Prsthas \—How so ?— Because the Vishvajit is preceded by it, —i.e. because 
it is preceded by the Jyotistoma, —the Hymns of the Jyotistoma become 
admissible into the Vishvajit ; and among them are the four hymns, JMdhendra 
and the rest ;—these are the ‘ all ’ for this sacrifice, which, by reason of 
these Hymns, becomes " Sarvapr§tha' (‘having all the Pr«f7?/i-hymns’).— 
‘ But these hymns are not Prsthas ’.—The answer to that is that the term 
‘ prstha ’ is applicable to them ; i.e. as a matter of fact, the term ‘ prstha ’ 
has been applied to the said hymns in the text ‘ There are seventeen Prstha 
hymns ’.—From all this it follows that the text in question is a mere 
reference.'^ 

fWhat the Purvapaksa means is that (1) the four Stotras connected with the 
JyotiHoma are admissible into the VishvajU, —(2) the name * prstha'' has been 
applied to those hymns;—(3) hence it is already a sacrifice ‘with all pfsthas '*',— 
(4) what is already known to be admissible need not be enjoined ;—(6) hence when 
the name ^sarvaprsiha^ is applied to the Vishvajit, it can be taken only as 
referring to the four hymns that come into it by virtue of the general law that * the 
Retype {Vishvajit) is to be performed like its Archetype {Jyotistoma) ’.] 
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StJTRA (7). 

[SiDDHANTA]—^ThEY should comb from the ‘ SaDAHA * SACRIFICE ; 

AS IT IS IN CONNECTION WITH THAT THAT THERE ARE 
INJUNCTIONS (OF Pr§THAS). 

Bhd§ya, 

The text in question cannot be a reference .—What is it then ?—It should 
be taken as an Injunction; a mere reference, not prompting any activity, 
would be useless.—Then again, in connection with the Jyoti§toma, there 
are not several Pfsphas to which the term (‘ Sarvap^spha in the text in question) 
could be a reference ;—in connection with the Sadalia sacrifice, however, 
there are several Prpthas ; as it is in connection with that (the ^adaha sacrifice) 
that there are Injunctions, —such as ‘ From among the Pfsthas, there is the 
Rathantara Pr8tha\ and so forth.—For these reasons the name (" Sarva- 
pr8tha\ appearing in connection with the Vishvajit) should bo taken as an 
Injunction, laying down the ‘ transference ’ (of the details of the ^adaha 
sacrifice). 


SUTRA (8). 

Also because of the indicative text. 

Bhdsya. 

The following indicative text points to the same conclusion—‘ Pavamdne 
rathantaram karoti, drbhave hrhat, madhye itardvi,i ; vairupam hotuhsdme, 
vairdjam maitrdvaruriasya, raivatam hrdhrnandchchhamsiriah, shdkvaram- 
achchhdvdkasya^ [(1) * At the Pavamdna, ho sings the Rathantara ; (2) at tho 
Arhhava, the Brhat ; in the middle, the others ; (3) the Vairupa is tho Sdman 
of the ^o^r-priest, (4) the Vairdja is that of the Maitrdvaruna', (5) tho 
Raivata is that of the Brdhmandchchhaihsin, and (6) the Shdkvara is of the 
Achchhdvdka ’];—this text which lays down the assignment of the Sdmans 
clearly indicates the Prapha^hymne pertaining to the Ajj'adaAa-sacrifice [at 
which, on each of the six days, they sing each of the following Prathas —(1) 
Rathantara, (2) Brhat, (3) Vairupa, (4) Vairdja, (5) Shdkvara and (6) 
Raivata, —exactly the same and in tho same order as those mentioned in 
the text just quoted]. 


SUTRA (9). 

The name ‘Prstha’ used in connection with the Jyoti§toma is 

APPLIED TO IHE HYMNS AFTER THEY HAVE COMB INTO EXISTENCE 
[i.B. IT IS NOT ‘ Inborn ’]. 

Bhd§ya. 

It has been argued by the Purvapah^ that ‘ the term pfpiha ia applicable 
to the hymns recited at tho Jyotiatoma \—Our answer to this is that this 
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name ‘ pratha ’ (as applied to the hymns connected with the Jyotiapoma) 
is not ‘ inborn * [i.e. its relationship to the said hymns is not inborn, 
eternal]; when the hymns are spoken as ‘ these Prsthas this name is 
applied to them after they have come into existence [and is purely 
adventitious, circumstantial); this naming of them would be jtistifiable 
only if they were already known by that name ; but as a matter of fact, 
they are not known by that name.—“ Why then are they referred to by that 
name (in connection with the Jyotiafoma) ? ”—That is due to the presence 
(at the Jyotiapoma) of an indicative (of that name), in the shape of the 
Mahendra-hymn, which also happens to be a Pratha. —On the other hand, 
the fact of the hynrns connected with the §ad(iha being Prashas is well 
known ; because there are injimctions to that effect, as already explained 
(under Su. 7); consequently, if the name "pratha * in the text in question 
is taken as standing for the Prathaa of the l^adaha sacrifice, the direct 
denotation of the term ‘ pratha ’ becomes accepted; while in the other 
case (if taken as standing for the hymns of the Jyotiptoma), it would have 
to be taken in an indirect figurative sense.—From all this it follows that 
the text indicates the ‘ transference ’ of the Prathaa connected with the 
Scujktha. 


SUTRA (10). 

[Objection] — There is injunction of two (only) ’’—if this is 
URGED [the answer would be as in the following 
Sittra]. 

Bhdsya. 

“ If your view is that the text in question contains the injunction of 
the Prathaa connected with the l^a^oha, —that cannot be right;—^why ?— 
because the term ‘ 8arvapr0ia ’ (if it is an Injunction) has to bo taken a.6 
consisting of two parts,—it should enjoin the Prathaa, as also the fact of 
their being ‘ all ’.—‘ Tliat may be so ; what is there wrong in that ? ’—The 
wrong, wo say, is that it is impossible ; if the term ‘ pratha ’ enjoins the 
Prathaa, then it cannot be qualified by the term "Sarva" (‘all’); if the 
term ‘ prapha * were taken as a mere reference, then the said qualification 
would be possible ; but the Pfaphaa would remain unenjoined; but while 
the Prathaa are not there, how could their ‘ being all * be enjoined ? So 
that both the injunctions are impossible.—^What is possible however is to 
take the text ‘ Sarvapr^pho bhavati ’ os enjoining the ‘ being all * as relating 
to the Brhat and Rathantara which have been enjoined and are therefore 
admissible ; the meaning of the injunction (of ‘ being all *) being that both, 
the Bfhat as well as the Rathantara, are to be used, and not only one. This 
interpretation is not open to the objection pointed out above. Hence 
the text should be taken as enjoining these two (Brhat and Rathantara)'^ 
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SUTRA (11). 

[Answer^ —Not so ; because the term ‘ Sarva ‘ all in that case, 

BECOMES MEANINGLESS. 

Bhd^ya. 

It cannot be as explained above.—^Why ?—Because the term "Sarva 
‘ all ’ in that case becomes meaningless, —devoid of sense. The term ‘ all ’ 
always stands for many things ; and it caimot rightly stand for two things 
only.—This incongruity is not there if the text is taken as laying down the 
Prsthas connected with the ^adciha (as their number is six), —“ But in that 
case also, tlie term ‘ Sarvaprstha ’ will have two parts and the consequent 
incongruities (as shown above) —Our answ'er to that is that it will not be 
so ; it will be only the ‘ being all ’ of the Prsthas that would be enjoined,— 
not the Prstlbas themselves.—“ It has been ah'eady pointed out that if the 
Prsthas are not there,- in reference to what would the ‘ being all ’ be 
enjoined ? ”—The answer to that is that what is enjoined by the text is 
the ‘ being all ’ of the Prsthas ;—and this has got to be accomplished (in 
obedience to the injimction) ;—but it cannot be accomj)lished without the 
Prsthas ;—so that naturally the Prsthas also will have to come in. In this 
manner, the term ("sarvaprstha') would not have two denotations, and 
the use of the term ‘ Sarva ’, ‘ all would becjome justified. 

From all this we conclude that the text lays down the ‘ transference ’ 
of the Prsthas of the l;fa4aha. 



Adhikarana (4): The name ‘ avahhrtha ’ indicates the 
‘ transference ’ of all details connected with the 

‘ Soma \ 

SUTRA (12). 

Similarly the ‘ Avabhrtha ’ transfers the details 
FROM THE ‘ Soma 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the VarunapragMaa, we road—‘ Vdrunyd niskdsena 
tusaiahchdvabhriham yanti ’ [‘ Tiiey ]:)roceed to the Avabhrtha with the 
smearinga of the curdled milk and with the husks ’J. 

Tn regard to this, there arises the question—Does tJie text enjoin, in 
regard to the Varunapraghdaa, the Husks and the Curdled-milk-smearinga 
in connection with the Water-sprinkling (in all directions) wliich is done at 
the Darsha-Purnamdaa [and which therefore is to be done also at the 
Varunapraghdsay which is an ectype of the Daraha-Purnaynasa] ? Or does 
it indicate the ‘ transference ’ (to the VaruTyipraghdsa) of the details of the 
Avabhrtha connected with the Soma ? 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows ;—“ The text 
should be taken as laying down the details in reference to the Water - 
sprinkling connected with the Darsha-Purnamdsa ; as this we presume to be 
the notion that arises from the proximity—this connection with the details 
of the Darshapurnamdsa being in close proximity (to the Varunapraghdsa) 
by virtue of the general law (that ‘ the ectype is to bo performed like the 
archetype’).— ‘But this wt>uld not be Avabhrtha (which is what the text 
speaks of— avabhrtham yanti) —The answer to tliis is that the; term 
‘ avabhrtha ’ does iippear in connection with the Darsha-Purruxmdsa also,— 
ill the text ‘ Baa vai darsha'purnayndsayoravahhrthah ’ [‘ Tliis is the Avabhrtha 
at the Darsha-Purnayndsa ’J.” 

In answer to this Purvapaksa, we have the following Siddhdnta : — 
Similarly the Avahhrtha tran^sfers the details from the Sonui ; i.e. just as the 
Prsthas are ‘ transferred ’ from the Sadaha, so in the jiresent ease 
the details are transferred from the Avabhrtha related to the Soyna. —“ Bow 
so ? ”—The grounds for this have already been explained under Su. 7. 3. 1. 
above. 

SUTRA (13). 

[Obje('tion] —“ The detailh should gome from the okkhnal 

Archetype (Darsha-POrnamasa) —if this is ur(jed [then 
the answer is as in the following Sutra]. 

Bhdsya. 

“ It has been argued b,>‘ us that the text in question may be taken as 
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an injunction of accessories in reference to the Avahhrtha connected with 
the Darsha-Purnamdsa ; —what is the answer to that ? ” 

This Sutra is intended to be introductory to what follows in the next 
Sutra, 

StJTRA (14). 

That cannot be ; as (in connection with the DARSHA-PffBNAMASA, 
THE MENTION OF THE ‘ AvABHRTHA ’) COULD BE ONLY FIGURATIVE. 

Bhdnfya. 

What has been suggested cannot be right.—Why ?—Because .there is 
no Avahhrtha at the Daraha-Purnarndaa, —“ But we find the text ‘ Eaa vai 
darsha-purnamdaayoravahhrthah^ —True, there is this text; but that 
does not impart the character of ‘ avahhrtha ’ to what has been spoken of,— 
“ Why ? ”—-The explanation is follows—Of the sentence ‘ Eaa vai daraha- 
purnarndaayoravabhrthah \ two interpretations are possible: (1) it may be 
taken as laying down the connection, with Daraha^Purnamdaa, of a thing 
which has been recognised as having the character of ‘ Avahhrtha ’ ;—just as» 
when it is said that ‘ Devadatta is Yajnadattd'a son what is expressed is 
the relationship to Yajriadatta, of DevadaUa who has been recognised as 
having the character of ‘ son ’ ;—or (2) it may be taken as asserting the 
character of ‘ Avahhrtha * in a thing which is recognised as being connected 
with the Daraha-Purnamdaa, but is not recognised as having the character 
of ‘ Avahhrtha * ;—^just as, when it is said that ‘ Tliis mango is Yajnadattd*8 
son what is asserted is the character of ‘ son ’ (i.e. heiug dear) in the 
mango whose relationship to Yajhadatta is already recognised.—Now, in the 
case in question, the connection of Water-aprinkling with the Daraha- 
PurrjKimdaa is already known through the ‘ Context —what is not recognised 
is its having the character of * Avahhftha ’; hence what the text assorts is 
this character of ‘ Avahhrtha ’ in the Water-aprinkling ; but it does not 
actiially become Avahhrtha, —“ This Water-sprinkling also may bo Avahhrtha — 
[what is the harm ?]”—That camiot be right; because it is not reasonable 
for one term to have more than one denotation.—“ How then is the word used 
(in connection with the Water-sprinkling) ? ”—Such use is due to similarity 
(between WcUer-aprinkling and Avahhrtha), —“ What aimilarity ? ”—There 
is the similarity that both are connected with Water ; on which basis the 
Water-aprinkling has been eulogised as ‘ this is Avahhrtha itself * ; just as 
(in the sentence ‘ This mango is Yajftadatta’s son ’) the mango is eulogised 
as ‘ son For all these reasons, the conclusion is that in reality there is 
no Avahhrtha at the Daraha-Puniamdaa ; and hence the text in question 
cannot be taken as laying down accessory details. 

SUTRA (15). 

Also because we find indicative texts. 

Bhd§ya, 

The above conclusion is also supported by an indicative text.—“ What 
is that indicative text ? ”—^It is this—‘ Nayurddm juhoii, nd adma gdyati. 
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TUI vd gamatuiinantram japati ’ [‘ He does not offer the Ayurda-oblation; 
ho does not sing the Sdman ; he does not recite the OamaruxtruirUra ’];— 
here we have the denial of the details related to the Soma, which indicates 
the possible admissibility of those details.—From all this it follows that the 
text indicates the ‘ transference * of the details of the Avabhrtha connected 
with Soma, 



Adhikarana (5) : The material used at the Avabhrtha of 
the Varunapraghdsa sacrifice should he ‘ Husks and 
Cur died’Milk-Smearings \ 

SUTRA (16). 

When a particular substance has been enjoined, that same 

SUBSTANCE SHOULD BE USED,—BECAUSE THERE IS THE DECLARA¬ 
TION TO THAT EFFECT ; IF NO SUBSTANCE HAD BEEN 
ENJOINED, THEN ALONE COULD THE CaKE BE USED, ON 
THE GROUND OF ITS HAVING THE ‘ HuSKS ’ 

FOR ITS ORIGINAL SOURCE. 

Bhdsya. 

It has been explained (in the foregoing Adhlkarana) that the Avabhrtha 
at the V arunapraghdsa sacrifices takes in the details of the Avabhrtha at the 
Senna, —In regard to this, we proceed to consider the following question—At 
tliis sacrifice (Avabhrtha of V arunapraghdsa), what is the substance to be 
used ? Is it the Cake ? Or ‘ Husks ’ and ‘ Curdled-Milk-Smearings ’ ? 

On tliis question, the Purvapakaa view is as follows :—“ It is the Cake 
that should be used. —Why ?—Because the Cake comes into it through 
‘transference’ based upon the name C Avabhrtha \ wliich transfers the 
details of the Avabhrtha of the Soma, at which latter, Cake is the substance 
used).—But Husks and Curdled-Milk-SmeAirlngs are the substance directly 
declared —True, that is the substance directly declared ; but it is not what 
can be regarded as enjoined ; because what is enjoined is the Avabhrtha — 
in the words ^ Avabhrtfiarn yanti' (‘they proceed to the Avabhrtha); under 
the circumstances, if the same sentence were taken as enjoining the Husks 
and Curdled-Milk-Smearings, —then there would be a syntactical split,—‘ (a) 
They proceed to tlie performance of the Avabhrtha, —and (6) that with the 
substance Husks and Curdled-Milk-Smearings \ —‘For what purpose then 
is the declaration of the Husks and Curdled-Milk-Smearings ? ’—It is entirely 
useless, liaving no connection with the sacrifice at all.” 

In answer to the above we have the following Slddhdnta : — When a 
particular substance has been enjoined, that same substance should be used ; 
that is, in the case in question, a particular substance has been enjoined, 
in the text—‘ They proceed to perform the Avabhrtha with Husks and 
Curdled-Milk-Smearings' ;—hence the sacrifice should be one in which the 
substance used is Husks and Curdled-Milk-Smearings, —“ Why so ? ”— 
Because there is the declaration to that effect ; i.e.— the Husks and Curdled- 
Milk-Smearings is directly declared ; while the Cake could come in only 
through inference, by ‘ transference 

“ The Cake also is directly declared, through the name ('‘ Avabhrtha 
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Even though directly declared, yet (coming in by Transference) it 
comes in only in a general way; while the Husks and Curdled.-Milk- 
Smearings come in as specifically mentioned ; and the particular always 
sets aside the general.—Then again, the Cake is only indirectly indicated, 
while the Husks and Curdled-Milk-Smearings is directly declared ; and as 
between Direct Declaration and Indirect Indication, the acceptance of the 
former is more reasonable. Hence at the sacrifice in question, the sub¬ 
stance used must be the Husks and CurdleA-Milk-Smearings. 

It has been argued (by the Purvapaksin) that—‘‘ the Husks and Curdled- 
M ilk-Smearings cannot be connected with the Avabhrthu., because, if it 
were, then there would be syntactical split ”.—Our answer to that is as 
follows :—-If the Husks and Curdled-Milk-Smearings were enjoined apart 
from the Avahhrtfwiy then there would be syntactical split ; what however is 
actually enjoined is that new type of Avahhrtha at which the substance used 
is the Husks and Curdled-Milk-Smearings ; so that there is nothing in¬ 
congruous in the injunction of an act (sacrifice) along with a particular 
accessory detail. If, on the other liand, the Husks and Curdled-Milk- 
Smearings were not enjoined, then its mention in the text would be entirely 
meaningless.—-Hence wo conclude that at the sacrifice in question the 
substance used must be the Husks and Curdl?d-MIlk-Smearings. 

If no mibsfance had been enjoined, then alone could the Cake be used, 
on the ground of its having the ‘ Husks ’ for Its original source ; i.e. if no 
particular substance had been directly laid down, then alone could the 
Cake be used, by reason of its having the husks for its source ;—as a matter 
of fact, however, a particular substance (H^isks, etc.) has been directly laid 
down ;—hence tlio Cake cannot be used. 



Adhikaraija (6): The term ‘ vais^va ’ does not indicate 
the ‘ transference ’ of the details of the Atithya. 

Bhdsya. 

(A) In connection with the Atithya^ we read—‘ Vaianavo navakapdlo 
hhavati *; [‘ The Cake baked upon nine pans is to bo dedicated to Vis^u ’];— 
(B) and in connection with the Rajaauyay we road—‘ Purvaamin triaarhyukte 
vaxsryxvaairikapdlah ’ [‘ At the previous Triaamyuktat the Cake baked on 
three pans is dedicated to Visnu ’]. 

The question to be considered is this—^In the sentence ‘ At the Triaarh- 
yukta, the Cake baked on three pans is dedicated to Vianu \ —does,—or does 
not—the term ‘ dedicated to Vi^nu ’ mean the ‘ transference ’ of the details 
of the Atithya (in connection with which also, the same term, ‘ dedicated to 
Visnu ’ has been used) ? 

The Purvtipakaa view is as follows :—** The term does mean the trans¬ 
ference of these details.—Why ?—^Whenever a term has been used in 
connection with a ssrcrifice of which the details have been prescribed,—if 
that same term is found used in connection with another sacrifice, whose 
details have not been prescribed,—^then the indication of that term is that 
the details of the former are to be transferred to the latter sacrifice this is 
wliat has been made clear under 7. 3. 1. In the present case, we find that 
the term ‘ dedicated to Visnu ’ has been used in connection with the 
Atithya^ the details of which have b€^n prescribed,—and it is found to be 
used (in B) in connection with the Triaarhyukta sacrifice, of which the details 
are not prescribed ;—hence it follows that the term indicates the transference 
to this latter, of the details of the former.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Sidd}i>dnta :— 

SUTRA (17). 

In reality, it is only the injunction of an accessory ; it could 

NOT INCLUDE THE DETAILS, BECAUSE IT IS EQUALLY 
PRESENT (IN BOTH). 

Bhdsya, 

The term in question should be taken as enjoining an accessory ; what 
it enjoins is an acceaaory of the Atithya sacrifice, —in the shape of the 
connection of Visnu as the deity ; hence it cannot include within itself the 
details of that sacrifice.—“ Why so ? ”— Because it ia equally present in both ; 
i.e. the term is equally there, in connection with the Atithya and the 
Triaarhyukta ; just as it enjoins the deity Viariu at the Atithya, so it does 
also at the Triaarhyukta ; —^and it is only if this direct denotation of the 
term were foimd to be inapplicable that there could be a justification for 
taking the term as indirectly indicating the transference of the details (of 
the Atithya) ;—^in the present case however the direct denotation of the 
term—^viz. the injunction of the deity Vi^u, —^is found to be quite com¬ 
patible ;—hence it cannot be taken as indicating the said details. 



Adhikarana (7) : Words like ‘ NirTnanthya ’ are not 
indicative of the ‘ transference ’ of details. 

SUTRA (18). 

The same is the case with terms like ‘ Nirmanthya 

Bhdsya. 

(A) In connection with tho Agnlaomlya Animal, the Nirmanthya Fire 
has been laid down.—(B) Again, there is a text in connection with the Agni~ 
sacrifice, beginning with the words ^ Sddhyd vai devdh\ and ending with 
‘ NirmanthyenS^^kdh pachanti ’ [‘ They bake the bricks on the Nirmanthya 
Fire ’]—[The term ‘ Nirmanthya Fire ’ means ‘ Fire produced by the 
rubbing together of two sticks ’].—(C) There are two things connected with 
the Daraha-Purnamdaa —(1) the Grasa^ and (2) the Clarified Butter ; and both of 
these are spoken of also in connection with the Paahu sacrifice,—and with 
certain details—(1) the Grass, in regard to which there is the detail ‘ Covers 
the Post-hole with Grass ’, and (2) the Clarified Butter, in regard to which 
there is tho detail ‘ Anoints the Post with Clarified Butter 

Now in regard to this, there arises the question—Do tho words like 
‘ Ninnanthya ’ include (in their denotation) the related details,—or not ? 

In answer to this question, the conclusion arrived at in the foregoing 
Adhikarana is extended in its application to the present instance : —The 
same is the case with terms like ‘ Nirmanthya ’ ; that is, just as it has been 
found to bo in tho case of the term ‘ Vai^miva ’ ; for here also the term 
‘ Nirmanthya ’ is taken in its etymological sense, denoting the Fire produced 
at the time of the action by the ‘ rubbing together ’ (‘ manthana') of two sticks .— 
Similarly tho terms ' varhia' (‘Grass’) and ' djya' (‘Clarified Butter’) 
are denotative of substances,—So that all those three have their purposes 
fulfilled by signifying their direct denotations, and as such cannot include 
(extend their denotation to) the details. Hence we conclude that terms 
like these do not include tho details in their denotation. 



Adhtkarana (8); The words ’'dvayoh 'prarutyanti', 
\fetch the Fire at the Two do not indicate the 
‘ transference ’ of the details relating to 
‘ Soma 


Bhlsya. 

» 

In connection with the Chdturmdsya sacrifice [of which there are four 
parts—(1) Vaishvadeva, (2) Varunapraghdsa^ (3) Sdkamhiha and (4) Sunu- 
siriya], we read ‘ Dvayoh pranayanti, tasrndt dvdbhyam^ti ’ They fetch the 
Fire at the two, hence they go up with two This ‘ Fetching of Fire ’ 
is found to be laid down with certain details, in connection with the Soma- 
sacrifice ; while in connection w'ith the Darsha-Purnamdsa^ it is found to be 
laid down without any details. • 

In regard to this, there arises the question—Is the ‘ Fetching of Fire ’ 
spoken of in connection with the Ch/itiirmdsyn meant to bo that connected 
with the Soma-sacrifice (with its details) Y Or that connected with the 
Darsha-Purnamdsa ? 

On this question, we have the following PurvapaksOy set forth in the 
Sutra itself :— 


StJTRA (19). 

[PCrvapaksa] —“ The ‘ Fetching of Fire ’ meant should be taken 

TO BE THAT CONNECTED WITH THE SOMA-SACRIFICE ; BECAUSE 
THE OTHER NEED NOT HAVE BEEN MENTIONED AT ALL.” 

Bhd§ya. 

“ The ‘ Fetching of Fire ’ meant should he taken to he that connected with 
the Soma-sacrifice. —‘ Why so ? ’— Because the other, —i.e. that connected with 
the Darsha-Purnamdsa—need not have heen mentioned at all ; as its 
admission into the Chdturmdsya would be secured by the general law (that 
‘ the Ectype is to be performed like the Archetype ’,—the Darsha-Purna¬ 
mdsa being the Archetype of the Chdturmdsya). —But how can the term 
Fetching Fire, which denotes merely the Fetching of Fire in general, signify 
the particular Fetching of Fire (related to the Soma-sacrifice) ? ’—It is through 
indirect indication, we reply ; like the term ‘ tirtha ’ ; just as the term 
‘ tirtha ’ denotes only a ford, a descent into a river, yet, sometimes it is taken 
in the sense of a particular ford or descent into a river, which is peculiarly 
sacred and conducive to merit,—e.g. in the expression ‘ tirthaydtrdm yatah ’ 
‘ gone on pilgrimage to a sacred place ’). 



adhyIya vn, PADA ni, adhikaba^a (8). 
StJTRA (20). 


128$ 


[PCrvapak^a coTtcluded ]—“ The prohxbitioh op the ‘ Uttaba* 
vEdi ’ also points to the same oonoltjsion.’’ 

Bhd§ya, 

“ There is the prohibition contained in the text—‘ They do not go to the 
Uttaravldi at the Vaiahtxideva, nor at the SundslHya * ; this prohibition 
would have a sense only if what is prohibited were possible [so that this 
indicates the possibility of the Uttaravedi in connection with the ‘ Fetching 
of Fire * at the Ghdtumndsyal ; and the TJttaravldi can be there only in 
connection with the ‘ Fetching of Fire * at the Soma-aacrijice, —there being 
no Uttaravedi at the Da/raha-PurnarridaaJ*' 

S0TRA (21). 

[SiddhInta]— In reality, the ‘ FsTOHiNa op Fire * must be taken 
to be that related to the Archetype ; because 

IT IS NOT A PROPER NAME. 

Bhdsya. 

The ‘ Fetching of Fire ’ spoken of here must he taken to be that related to 
the Archetype —i.e. to the Daraha-Puniamdaa. —“ Why so ? ’*— Becaiiae it is 
not a proper name ; i.e. the term ‘ Fetching of Fire * is not the proper name 
of the ‘ Fetching ’ related to the Soma-aacrifice ; that is to say, the term is 
not specifically expressive of that Fetching of Fire ; if the term were speci¬ 
fically expressive of tliat ‘ Fire-fetching then it could denote the same in 
the case in question also ; as a matter of fact, however, the term is the 
generic name of what is signified by its component parts (Pm + nay ana); 
that is, it expresses the fetching {nayana) forward (prdk) ; so that all that it 
can signify is the fetching forward of the Fire ; hence it must be taken as 
signifying that ; and as this is present in the Daraha-purrymuxaa, which 
is in close proximity (to the Ghdturmdaya), by accepting the said signification^ 
the notion of tliis latter does not become set aside. 

As regards the argument that “ it would be as in the case of the term 
‘ txrtha ’ ”,—our answer is as follows :—^The term ‘ tlrtha ’ also really denotes 
only ford (or descent into river) in general ; as for the expression ‘ txrtha- 
yatrdm gatah ’, it is used generally after certain particular fords have been 
spoken of; and it is on this account that the term is understood as referring 
to a particular place of pilgrimage. In a case where the term is used by 
itself (without reference to any particular places), it denotes only Ford in 
general; as for instance, ‘ Txrthe andti txriharrOtva samdndndm bhavati * 
[‘ Bathes at a ford, and thereby becomes like a ford among his equals ’].— 
Then again, so long as a term can be taken in its directly denoted sense, there 
can be no justification for accepting an indirectly indicaJted one ;—and in the 
present ca>se, the directly denoted sense {Fetching in general) is quite compatible ; 
37 
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SHABABA-BHli^YA : 


hence the indirect indication (of the particular Fetching connected with the 
^oma-sacrifice) should not be accepted. 

SOTRA (22). 

The mention (of Fetching related to the DARSHA-ptJRNAMiSA) 

MAY BE TAKEN TO BE (o) FOR THE PURPOSE OF PRECLUSION, OR 
(6) FOR THE PURPOSE OF INDICATING AN ACCESSORY, 

OB (c) FOR THE PURPOSE OF COMMENDATION. 

Bhdaya, 

Says the Opponent—“ It has been argued above that ‘ the other need not 
have been mentioned at all ’ (Su. 19); what is the answer to that ? ” 

The answer is as follows :— The mention may he taken to he (a) for the 
purpose of preclusion —^the sense being that ‘ they fetch the Fire at the two — 
not at the four ;— or (b) for the purpose of indicating an accessory ; or (c) 
for the purpose of cornm&ndation, continued in the expression ‘ Hence they 
go up with two ’.—Now (a) in every case of Freclusiony there are three 
objections ;— (5) as for an accessory, there is none mentioned at all;—(c) 
hence the only alternative left is that it is for the purpose of commendation. 
—“ But Commendation also would be futile, as the Fetching is already 
admissible through the injimotion itself”.—The purpose served by the 
commendation we shall explain imder the following Adhikaraiyiy under 
SG. 24. 



ADHiKABAiirA (9): The words ‘ Fetch the Fire to two ’ 
means the Fetching qf it at the two middle parts 
of the Ghdturmasya. 

SOTRA (23). 

[POrvapaki^a]—‘‘ The ‘ Fetching of Fire ’ should be done at the 

First and Last Parts ; because of the prohibition relating 
TO the ‘ UttaravEdi 

Bhdaya. “ 

There is the text ‘ They fetch Fire at the two parts *. 

In regard to this there arises the question—^at which two parts shall 
the Fetching be don© ? 

The apparent view being that there is no restriction, the Purvapak^a 
view is as follows ;—“ The Fetching of Fire should he at the First and Last 
Parts ;—why ?— because of the prohibition relating to the UUa/ravedi ; the 
Uttaravedi is prohibited in the text—‘ At the Vaishvadeva they do not go 
to the UttSravedi, nor to the Sundsiriya * [ Vaishvadeva and SundsHrlya are 
the first and Iasi parts of the Chdturmd8ya\ What is meant by this 
‘ Fetching of Fire ’ is the placing of Fir© on the Uttaravedi ; hence whenever 
there is the ‘ Fetching of Fire there should be the Uttaravedi ; and there 
can be proliibition only in regard to such place and time at which the thing 
prohibited is likely to be ; and as a matter of fact, the Uttaravedi is there 
only at the First and Last parts of the Chdturmdsya ; hence the ‘ Fetching 
of Fire ’ should be done at these two parts.'* 

^ SUTRA (24). 

[Siddhanta]—In reality, it should be at the two middle parts; 

ON account of the commendatory declaration regarding 

‘ Going ’. 

BhcLsya, 

The ‘ Fetching of Fire ’ should be done at the two middle parts ;—why ? 
—because of the commendatory declaration regarding ‘ going ’ ; the fetching 
of Fire at the two middle parts is spoken of in the commendatory declaration 
—‘ Therefore they go up with two ’. These two parts are described as 
‘ two thighs * in the text—‘ These two, the Varutiapraghdsa and the Sdka^ 
m^dha, are the two thighs of the sacrifice * ;— thighs are the limbs whereby 
going (locomotion) is accomplished ; hence the sense of the commendation 
comes to be this—‘ There ai*e two thighs of the sacrifice—the Varurmpra^ 
ghdsa and the Sdkamedhay —hence they fetch the fire at these two ; hence it is 
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shababa-bhIi^ya : 


that the sacrihce is accomplished by means of these two thighs,—hy the 
fetching of Fire they become strengthened, on account of the multiplioating 
of details at the Fetching-rite —This is the purpose served by the 
commendatory declaration. 

As regards the argument based upon the ‘ prohibition of the Uttaravedi 
—our answer is as follows— 


SUTRA (25). 

The prohibition regarding the UttaravEdi is in reference 
TO AN isolated DECLARATION THEREOF. 

Bhd^ya. 

In connection with the Chdturmdsya sacrifice, the Uttaravedi has been 
spoken of without reference to any particular part of that sacrifice, in the 
text—‘ Updtra vapanti [‘ They place the Fire on this ’], and it is of this 
isolated declaration that there is the prohibition put forward by the 
Purvapakain [‘ They do not go to the Uttaravedi, at the Vaishvadeva *].— 
“ But as a matter of fact, the text ‘ Updtra vapanti ’ occurs at the end of the 
sentence declaring the accessories of the Varuryxpraghdsa^ and hence the 
* atra ’ at this ’) must refer to the Varuryapraghdsa [so that the declaration 
of the Uttarav^i is not isolated ; it is connected with the VarunApraghdsd],'** 
—^That cannot be; through ‘Context’, the said declaration should pertain 
to the Chdturmdsya itself (not to any particular part of it) ; if the declaration 
of the UttaravSdi had pertained to the Varunapraghdsa in particular, then 
all the other three parts would have been mentioned in the proliibitive 
text (which however mentions the Vaishvadeva only).—“ The declaration of 
the Uttaravedi might pertain to the two parts (the Varui^praghdsa and the 
Sdkanyidha) ”.—Our answer to that is that the context does not belong to* 
any two parts ; it belongs either to the Chdturmdsya as a whole or to the 
Varuryapraghdsa ; if the context belonged to the Varuryapraghdsa, then 
there could not be the mention of two parts in the prohibition ; hence the 
declaration (regarding the Uttaravedi) must be regarded as pertaining to the 
Chdturmdsya sacrifices as a whole. 

“ Even with all this, we have learnt from the commendatory declaration 
that the Fetching of Fire should be done at the two middle parts of the 
Chdturmdsya ; why, then, should the ‘ Fetching of Fire thus known already 
(through the commendation) as to be done, be mentioned again ? ** 

The purpose of this has not been mentioned ; and no other purpose 
being there, we might regard Preclusion as the purpose served by it. But 
objections against Preclusion have been set forth before. Hence the second 
mention of the Fetching of Fire should be taisen as being for the purpose of 
laying down accessories.—“ But there is no accessory here —The accessory 
is mentioned in the shape of the placing of Fire on the Uttaravedi; hence 
the second Fetching of Fire must be taken as being for the purpose of the 
said ‘ placing of Fire ’ on the Uttaravedi, 



adhyIya vn, piDA ra, adhikabana (9), 
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[Kum&rila does not accept the above presentation of the last two Adhikaranas 
8 and 9. According to him, all these seven Sdtras, from 19 to 25, constitute a 
single Adhikarana, where three views are set forth :—(1) that the ‘ Pratuiyaiyi ’ 
meant for the Chdtunndsya should be that connected with the Archetype^ Daraha- 
Purtyimdaa —this is the first Purvap^ikaa ;—(2) that it should be that connected 
with the Soma-sacrihce,—this is the second Purvapaksa; and (3) that it is an 
entirely independent Prax«iyana for the Chdturmdaya only,—this is the Siddhdnta ; 
And the further conclusion is that this independent Prariayana is to be done at the 
4wo middle parts. —See Tuptlkd, pp. 159-160 ; also Bfidfpadipikd, Vol. II, p. 22.] 



Adhikaiiana (10): Such words as ‘ Svarasdma ’ aud the 
like are indicative of the ‘ transference ’ 
of details. 

StJTRA (26). 

The terms ‘ Svara-saman ‘ EkakapIla ’ and ‘ Amik^a ’ also [are 

TO BE TAKEN AS INDICATIVE OF THE TRANSFERENCE OF THE 
details] ; BECAUSE WE FIND INDICATIVE TEXTS. 

Bhd§ya. 

(A) (a) In connection with the Oavdmayana sacrifice, we read—‘ Abhito 
divdidrtyam ahastrayah svarasdmdno hhavanti * [‘At each of the two ends 
of the Divdhirtya Day —i.e. the one day at the centre, between the two 
‘ Half'year-periods—there are three days called Svara-saman ’] ; in connec¬ 
tion with these Svarasdma-days (i.e. the sacrifices performed on those days), 
certain details have been laid down,—such as ‘ they are seventeen ‘ they 
are taken up by the continuous Atogrdhyd \ and so forth.—(6) Then elsewhere 
we read—‘ Praihyah 8a4ahah dvau svarasdmdnau ’ [‘ There are six days 
related to the Prsthas, there are two Svaraadma-days ’].—(B)—(a) In con¬ 
nection with the Vaishvadeva (at the Agrayana sacrifice), we read— 

‘ Dyavdprthivya ekakapdlah ’ [‘ The Cake baked on one pan, dedicated to 
Dyaus-Prthivl ’] ; and in relation to this Ekakapdla Cake, there are certain 
details laid down—‘ Offers the Sarvahuta oblation ‘ Makes the offering, 
without turning back —(6) Again elsewhere we read—‘ Kdya ekakapdlah ’ 
[‘ The Cake baked upon one pan, dedicated to Ka ’].—(C) (a) Again in 
connection with the Vaishvadevaf we read—‘ Vaishvadevydmikad ’ [‘ The 
Curdled-Milk dedicated to the Vishv^dcvaa ’]; and in connection with this 
Curdled-Milk, certain details have been laid down. (6) Again elsewhere we 
read ‘ Maitrdvaruni dmiksd ’ [‘ The Curdled-Milk dedicated to Mitra- 
VaruTyi ’]. 

In regard to all this, there arises the question— (A) Does,—or does not,— 
the term ‘ Svarasdman ’ occurring in the second sentence (A) (b) indicate 
the transference of the details of the Svarasdma days connected with the 
Oavdmayaim [mentioned in sentence (A) (o)] ?—Similarly (B) does,—or 
does not—the term ‘ BkakapdJa ’ occurring in the sentence (B) (6) indicate 
the transference of the details of the Bkakdpala mentioned in (B) (a) ?— 
Lastly (C) Does, or does not,—the term * Amikad * as occurring in the 
sentence (C) (6) indicate the transference of the details of the Amik^d 
mentioned in (C) (a) ? 

On this question, the Purvapakaa view is that—“ Every one of the 
three sentences in question ia the vn^'imct'ian of an accesaory^ and it could 
not include the detaUa^ because it is equally present in both (Su. 7. 3. 17) • 
hence the terms in question do not indicate the transference of the details.” 



adhyIya VII, pIda m, adhikabana (10). 


1289 


In answer to this, there is the following SiddhcitUa :—The terms * Svara- 
adman \ * dmik^d ’ and * ^kakapdla * are to he taken as indicating ihe trans¬ 
ference of the details, —^Why so ?— Because we find indicative texts ; we find 
suoh an indicative text as leads m to conclude that every one of the terms 
in question is indicative of the tf*ansference of details. 

(A) As regards the term ‘ Svarasdman —after having declared that 
‘ There are six days connected with the Pr^phas, and two are Svarasdtna- 
days \ the text goes on to say—‘ Tatra yat trtlyam so/ptadashamahah tat 
trayastrimshaaya sthdnam abhiparydharanti, sa uttardr^m stomdnSmavyavd- 
ydya; trydr^dm cha saptadashdndm anuchinatdydh —^Now if these two 
Svarasdma days (the seventh and eighth days of the J§la(faha) also 
take in the details of the Oavdmayana, then they also would have 
the seventeenth hymn ; and in this way we get the seventeenth hymn 
thrice, on three consecutive days (one, the last day of the i^cujkiha and 
the seventh and eighth days, the Svarasdma days, following that day); and 
thus we get the continuity spoken of in the commendatory words 
‘ Traydndm saptadashdnam anuchlnatdyai \ 

[At the sacrifice, on the six days the use of the following six h 5 rrDn 8 

respectively becomes possible under the general law (relating to the Archetype and 
the Ectype)—(1) Trvrt (3) , (2) Pailchadasha [15], (3) Saptadasha [17], (4) 
j^kavithsha [21], (5) Trinava [27] and (6) Trayastrirhaha [33] ;—but what the text 
quoted lays down is that on the sixth day, the seventeenth hymn should be used 
instead of the thirty-third ; and in commendation of this there are the words 
‘ Traydndm^ etc. ’—And on the Svarasdma days, there is the seventeenth hymn.— 
What is secured by this is that we have the seventeenth hymn on the sixth day of 
the ^adaha, and on the two following days (the seventh and the eighth) which are 
Svarasdma days, and as such take in the seventeenth hymn. This is the 
‘ Continuity ’ which is one of the details laid down in connection with the Qavd* 
may ana."] 

(B) Similarly in connection with the Agrayana sacrifice, having laid 
down ‘ the Cake baked on one pan, dedicated to Dyaus-PHhivi the text 
goes on to say—‘ Yat samahutam karoti sd tu %kd parichakad ; huto h/utah 
parydvartati sd dvitlyd ; djyasyaiva dydvapfthivyau yajeta * ;—here the 
sentence enjoins the use of Ajya (Clarified Butter) [in place of the ‘ Ekaka- 
pdla ’, Cake baked on one pan]; and in connection with this same, this 
sentence indicates the presence of the two features of ‘ Sarvahoma * and 
‘ Aparydvrtti ’, which are the details connected with the Vaiahvadeva, [at 
the second offering of Ekakapdla'], 

(C) Lastly, in connection with the ‘ Curdled-Milk dedicated to MUra- 
Varuna we read—‘ They do not deal with the whey ’ ; this prohibits the 
offering of whey, which is a detail related to the Vishved^vas, and thereby 
indicates the possibility of such details finding place therein. 

From these indicative texts we learn that each of the three terms in 
question Svarasdman \ ^ Ekakapdla^ and ^ Amik^d*) is indicative of the 
transference of details. 

What has been said above regarding the ‘ offering of whey ’ is on the 
understanding that the said offering is an act of ‘ disposal ’ and hence 
stands on the same footing as the ‘ Svi^fctkft offering 
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Says the Opponent—“ You have cited indicative texts ; how do you 
establish the fact of the details actually finding place in the respective 
sacrifices ? ** 

Answer —^The admission of the details is got at by Indirect Indication^ 
and Indirect Indication is accepted on the basis of the said indicative texts, 

SUTRA (27). 

Or, it may be dub to the injunction (of character) being 

COMMON. 

Bhd§ya. 

(A) The character of ‘ SvarOfSdman ’ is common (to the Gavdmayana and 
the J^adaha); —(B) The character of Ekakapdla' is common (to the offering 
to Dyays-Prrthivi and the offering to Ka );—and (C) the character of ‘ Amik^d * 
is common (to the whey offered to Vishvedeva and that offered to Mitra- 
Varuna ); and the admissibility of the details would be determined according 
to the principle explained below under the Sutra ‘ Yasya lingamurtha- 
samyogdi ’ (8. 1. 2). 



Adhikaiiana (11) : In such expressions as ‘ Vdso daddti\ 
Ogives the cloth \ the term *‘vdsas\ ‘ Cloth ^ stands 
for the genus. 

Bhd§ya, 


Somewhere in the Veda, it is said—‘ Vdso daddti * (‘ gives away cloth ), 
* Ano daddti ’ (‘ gives away the cart *). 

What is to be considered in this connection is—does—or does not, 
the use of the word ‘ vdsas ’ (Cloth), or ‘ ancLs * (cart) indicate the act (of weaving, 
which is involved in the making of the Clothy or of wood-cutting and the rest 
involved in the making of the Cart) ?—^In this connection it has been said 
that what has really got to be considered is—are these two words used in 
the sense of the actions (involved in the making of the two things) ? Or in 
that of the two genuses (‘Cloth’ and ‘Cart’) ? If they are used in the 
sense of the actions, then their presence in the sentences would mean that 
the actions (the actual operations) have to be performed at the time of the 
giving ; if, on the other hand, they are used in the sense of the genuses, 
then it does not mean this. 

The Purvapaksa view on this question is as follows :—“ The two words 
are to be taken as used in the sense of the operations (of weaving and wood- 
cutting, etc.).—Why so ?—Because they are foimd to be applicable only 
when the operations have been there ; that is to say, the two words are 
applied to that substance— Yarns, or over which the weaver or 

the carpenter has performed the operation (of weaving or wood-cutting, etc.) ; 
they are never applied before the said operation has been performed ; hence 
it follows that the words are used as standing for those operations.—It is 
on the basis of this notion of the words standing for the operations that 
we have the following— 


SUTRA ( 28 ). 

I [POrvapaki?a]—“ When the product of an operation is spoken of, 

WHAT IS INDICATED AS TO BE DONE IS THAT OPERATION ; AS IS 
FOUND IN THE CASE OF THE ‘ YOPA ’ (‘ SACRIFICIAL PoST ’). 

Bhd§ya. 

“ When a thing like Cloth, which is the product of an operation, is spoken 
of, what is indicated as to be done is that operation.—^How so ?— As is 
found in the case of the Yupa ; the term ‘ yupa ’ is applied on the basis of 
such operations as cutting and the rest,—and whenever it is used, it indicates 
the performance of all those operations; so also in the case in question ’ 
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StJTRA (29). 

[Siddhanta]— It is the materialised thing (that shotild be given) t 

BBOAUSB THB OPERATION DOES NOT FORM PART (OF THE 
DENOTATION OF THE TERM). 

Bhdsya. 

The answer to the above is as follows :—The two terms are not used 
on the basis of the operations.—^Why ?—Those terms whose use is based 
upon certain definite conditions are used only when those conditions are 
present; e.g. terms like ^ Dantjlin^ (‘Man with the stick’), ^Chhatrin^ 
(‘ Man with the umbrella ’). The words in question however are found to be 
used when the operations are not present, being used in reference to the 
genus only. 

The following argument is urged here—“ What really happens is that 
the speaker uses the term after having inferred the operation from the 
genus denoted by the term [so that the word is really used on the basis of 
the operation] 

Our answer to this is as follows—^There can be no reason for abandoning 
the perceptible basis (in the shape of the genus) of the use of the term, 
and assuming its basis in the operation which is not perceptible. 

It has been argued that—“ The term is used only after the operations 
(that have brought into existence the thing denoted by the term) —Our 
answer to this is that prior to the operation, the genus was (there, but) un¬ 
manifested ; and it becomes manifested by means of the operation ; it is 
for this reason that the term is used after the operation. 

From all this it follows that the terms in question should be taken as 
used on the basis of the genuses (denoted by them). 

Such being the case, what is to be done (in accordance with the 
injunction ‘gives away cloth’, or ‘gives away the cart’) is that the 
materialised thing should be given [and not that the operation of weaving, 
etc. should be performed].—“ Why so ? ”— Because the operation does not 
form part of the denotation of the term ; as a matter of fact, the operation 
does not enter into the denotation at all; as there is no term denoting the 
operation. As regards the Yupa (Sacrificial Post), in connection with that 
Cutting and the other operations have been directly laid down by the texts 
[which is not the case with such ordinary things as the Cloth and the Cart^ ; 
hence the analogy is not correct. 



Adhikarana (12) : At the ‘ Oargatrirdtra the ^Kindling’ 
is done of the ordinary unconsecrated Fire. 

SOTRA (30). 

When there is a doubt, it should be the ordinary fire,—^as 

THAT SERVES ALL PURPOSES. 

Bhd§ya. 

At the Oargatrirdtra, they sing the Ajyadoha Sdmana; —in connection 
with these we read—‘ Agnimupanidhdya stuvate ’ [‘ They sing the hymns after 
having kindled the Fire 

In regard to this, there arises the question—Is this Fire that is kindled, 
the ordinary unconsecrated fire ? or the Vedic Fire (Fire consecrated with 
Vedic rites) ? 

On this question, the Purvapakaa view is as follows :—“ It should be the 
consecrated Vedic Fire, —^Why ?—Because that Fire has been brought into 
existence for the performance of all rites, the words used by the 
consecrator being ‘ Whatever rites I shall perform, and whatever rites I am 
entitled to perform, etc. ’ Hence in the case in question, it is the Vedic 
Fire that should be kindled.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta: — When there is a 
doubt, it should he the ordinary Fire, as that serves all purposes. That is, 
whenever there is a doubt as to whether the ordinary or the Vedic Fire 
should be used, it is the ordinary one that should be used. 

It has been argued by the Purvapaksin that “ the Vedic Fire has been 
brought into existence for the performance of all rites, and hence it is the 
Vedic Fire that should be kindled —Our answer to this is as follows :— 

SUTRA (31). 

It cannot be the Vedic Fire, as its purpose has been 
EXPRESSLY defined. 

Bhd^ya, 

The Fire meant in the present connection cannot be the Vedic one—that 
is, that Fire which has been brought into existence according to the method 
prescribed in the scripture^ ; because the purpose of such a Fire has been 
expressly defined by the scripture itself,—‘ He pours oblations into the 
Ahawinlya Fire ’ [It is the Vedic Fire that is called ‘ dhavanlya ’], and so on. 
If the Vedic Fire were taken as serving the purpose of all rites, then the 
express declaration of its piirpose would be meaningless. Hence it is the 
ordinary Fire that should be kindled. In the case of the ordinary Fire, 
it could be regarded as serving all purposes, in the sense that it is kindled 
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in connection with each act that is to be performed with it; so that in 
the case of the ordinary Fire, there is no inconsistency in its serving all 
purposes and yet having its purposes expressly defined. 

Qitestion —** Why cannot the Dhaifiyi Fires (i.e. the Fires that have been 
taken to the seats of the Agnldhra and other priests) be kindled for the 
purpose in question [i.e, in connection with the singing of the Ajyadoha- 
Sdmana at the Oargatrirdtra] ? 

The answer to this is given in the following Sutra :— 

StJTRA (32). 

The coming into existence of these other fires also would be 

LIKE THE SAME ; THEY BEING SIMILAR (TO OTHERS). 

Bhd§ya. 

Of these other Firee^ —i.e. of the Fires that have been taken to the seats of 
the priests— the coming into existence is like the same, —^i.e. (Uke the Vedic 
Fire); these also cannot serve the purpose of all rites.—^Why so ?—Because 
they are similar ; i.e. these Fires are similar to the other Fires ; i.e. the 
purpose of these also has been expressly defined,—in such texts as, ‘ Seated 
to the east, he pours Clarified Butter on to the Fires that have been taken 
to the Priests’ seats ’.—^From this it follows that these also are not the Fires 
that have to be kindled in the case in question. 



Adhikarana (13): The term ‘ yupa ’ used in the sentence 
‘ Upashayo yupo hhavati ’ does not indicate the 
performance of the consecratory rites in 
connection with the Upashaya. 

StJTRA (33). 

fPtTRVAPAK^A]-“ It should be consecrated ; BECAUSE THE 

TERM CONNOTES CONSECRATION.’* 

Bhdsya, 

In connection with the Bkddashint (the group of eleven Sacrificinl' 
Posts), we read ‘ The Upashaya is a Sacrificial Post ’ [This Upaahaya is the 
eleventh Post, set up to the South of the other ^en]. 

In regard to this Upaahaya^ there arises the question—Is it something 
consecrated—so that the cutting and other consecratory acts are to be done 
to it,—or not ? 

The Purvapakaa view is as follows:—“ ahould he conaecrated, the 
cutting and other consecratory acts should be done to it;—^why ?— because 
the term connotea conaecration ; as a matter of fact, the term ‘ yupa ’ 
(Sacrificial Post) is used on the basis of consecration, and as such it cannot 
be applied to a post imless the consecratory acts have been performed ; 
hence it follows that the consecratory acts should be performed (in con¬ 
nection with the Upaahaya, which is the eleventh Sacrificial Pasty 


SUTRA (34). 

[Siddhanta]—Inasmuch as the Upashaya does not form an 

AUXILIARY TO THE SACRIFICE [iT NEED NOT BE CONSECRATED] ; 

[as for the NAME ‘ SACRIFICIAL PoST *] THAT APPLIES TO IT 
FIGURATIVELY, BY REASON OF THE TERM CONNOTING 
CERTAIN QUALITIES (OF THE SACRIFICIAL PoST). 

Bhd§ya, 

In reality, the consecratory acts are not to be performed in connection 
with the Upaahaya .—Why ?—Because it does not form an auociliary to the 
sacrifice. The consecratory rites are performed in connection with the 
piece of wood (out of which the Post is made) with the view that through 
this wood-piece, they would become connected with the sacrificial act,—and 
the sacrifice performed with the animal tied to the Wood-piece thus conse¬ 
crated would accomplish the desired transcendental result.—As regards the 
particular post, called ‘ Upaahaya ’, no animal is tied to it; so that if any 
consecratory rites were performed in connection with it, they wo\ild be 
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futile.—“ On the strength of the declaration, those rites may be taken 
as serving some unseen purpose **.—^The answer to this is that, in this case, 
there is no such declaration as ‘this Sacrificial Post should be made’ ; all 
that the text does is to mention an existing fact—‘ The Upashaya is a 
Sacrificial Post *—“ As a matter of fact, in the absence of the consecratory 
rites, even the mention of the Upashaya being a Sacrificial Post as an existing 
fact, would not be right —Our answer to this is that the name (* Sacrificial 
Post *) would be applicable to the unconaecrated Upashaya figuratively ; 
just as in the case where the sacrificer is called ‘ the Sacrificial Post *— 

* Yajamdno yupah \ —Says the Opponent—“ In that case the name is applied 
figuratively by reason of similarity (between the Sacrificer and the Sacrificial 
Post) ; how would it apply to the Upashaya ? ”—^The answer to this is 
that the term connotes certain qualities ; i.e. the term ‘ Sacrificial Post * 
connotes certain qualities—embellishments—of the Sacrificial Post; and 
some of these embellishments of the Sacrificial Post,—such as cutting, 
scraping and the rest,—are done, though silently (without Mantras) in the 
case of the' Upashaya also; and it is on the basis of these that the name 

* Sacrificial Post ’ is applied to it,—though it is not really a ‘ Sacrificial 
Post Just as the maiden after bath, even though not decked in ornaments, 
is regarded as so decked even with a single string of the garland,—so 
though only partly ‘ consecrated ’ (embellished), the Upashaya is spoken of 
as consecrated (Sacrificial Post) by way of being eulogised. 



Adhikabaija (14): In the sentence ‘ Prsthairupatisthante 
‘ They worship with >Prsthas the term ‘ prstha ’ 
stands for the words of the verses. 

Bhd?ya. 

In connection with the Agnichayana^ we read—‘ Prathairupati^fharUe * 
They worship with Prathaa *]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question (A)—Are the details of the 
‘ Pr§tha ’ to be applied to the Prathaa used at the Agnichayana ?—or not ? 

What are these characteristic details ? 

There are two kinds of these details —General and Special ; such syllables 
as ^ are the general details, and the special details are the following— 

‘ When singing the Rathantara one should think, in his mind, of the Earth ; 
of the Sea, when singing the Brhat * and so forth. 

What then is the Purvapakaa view ? 

First of all what we have to consider is the question (B)—Is the term 

* Pf^iha * denotative of an act or of a aubatance ? • 

“ But it has already been decided, under Su. 1. 4. 3, that the term 

* Pratha * is the name of an aci.” 

But in connection with those same injunctions that have been dealt 
with there, there are such declarations as—‘ Seventeen Pfathaa \ ‘ the 
Vairtipa Prafha \ ‘ the Vairdja Prafka * [all which seem to indicate that the 
term denotes a avbatance\ It is for this reason that we are considering 
this question in connection with the text ‘ They worship with Pfathaa \— 
What then is the right view on this question ? 

[The Purvapak§in answers]— 

StJTRA (36). 

[PCbvapak^a]—“The term ‘P^tha’ should be taken as standing 

FOB THE ACT ; AS IT IS ENJOINED AS SUCH."’ [This is the 
answer to question (B), the subsidiary question 
of the Adhikararpa'], 

Bhd§ya, 

“ The term ‘ Pf§^ha ’ ahotdd be taken aa atanding for the act ;—^why ?— 
becaicae it ia enjoined aa auch ; i.e. the injunction of ‘ Pratha ’ in the text 
in question is similar to that injunction where the term ‘ Prptha ’ has been 
recognised (imder 1. 4. 3) as standing for an act; the present injunction is 
like that same.—‘ Wherein does the similarity of this injunction lie to that 
injunction ? *—^The similarity lies in the fact that the same term ‘ Pratha ’ 
has been used in both cases ; that is, in the case of the other injunction 
(dealt with imder 1. 4. 3), the term ‘ Pratha * has been found to be 
denotative of the oLCt ;—^it is that same term that is used in the injunctive 
text in question ;—hence it follows that here also it should be understood 
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to be denotative of the act ; as there is no ground for making any distinction. 
If, in the present case, some other denotation were assumed for the term, 
the term would come to have more than one denotation.—‘ What is tho 
harm in that ? ’—^The harm is that whenever the term would be uttered, ita 
meaning would be doubtful,—there would, in fact, be no comprehension of 
the meaning;—so that no practical purpose would be served by the term ; 
and it is for practical purposes only that words are used; as for other means 
of determining the exact meaning of the term, any such means would be 
dependent upon the Context and such other extraneous factors. On the 
other hand, if the term has only one denotation, its meaning is com¬ 
prehended by itself, independently of all extraneous factors.—Thus it is 
seen that it is not right to attribute more than one meaning to a term ; and 
consequently the term * Pratha ’ should be taken as the name of an act 
(in the text in question also).—If then, the term ‘ Pratha ’ is the name of 
an act,—and the acts enjoined in the text in question (by the term 
‘ Pr^phaih ’) were those same that have been enjoined in the other injunctions 
(dealt with under 1. 4. 3),—then the mention of these acts in these latter 
would be meaningless. If then, in order to avoid this incongruity, it be 
held that what the present text enjoins is the act of worship (and not the 
acts enjoined in the other injunctions),—then, in that case, the Context 
would become ignored. For these reasons we take the present text as 
laying down aimilarity, —the words ‘ they worship with the Praphaa ’ being 
taken as meaning ‘ they worship with acta similar to the Prspha \ 

“Now this similarity can be there only through the details of the act; 
hence it follows that the details of the Pratha should be adopted in the 
case in question—[this is the answer to Question {A), the main question of 
the Adhikarana],^' 

SCTRA (36). 

[Siddhanta]—In BBALirr, the term ‘ Pb.?tha ’ shoulb be taken as 

STANDING FOR SUBSTANCES ; BECAUSE WHAT IS LAID DOWN 
IS THE ACT OF ‘ ADDRESSING ’ AND HENCE THEBE 
WOULD BE AN INCONGRUITY. 

Bhdaya, 

It is not the right view that “ the term ‘ Pratha ’ stands for act ” ;— 
the right view is that the term ‘ Pratha * should be taken as standing far 
anbstancea, —i.e. substances in the shape of the words of verses; and hence 
it is denotative of such verses as ‘ Abhi tvd shura nonumah ’ and the like.— 
“ Why so ? ”— Because what is laid down (in the text in question) is the 
act of addressing ; the text ‘ Prathaih upatiaphante * means that ‘ they 
address with the Pr^phas ’.—“ How can the term (‘ upcdisthante ’), which is 
denotative of worship^ be taken as denoting the act of addressing ? — ^Thia 
would be so by reason of the peculiar {Atmanepada) ending (in the term 
^ upatiaphante ^), When the root ^ athd^ with the prefix upa'* takes the 
Atmanepada ending, this ending denotes an act of which a mantra is the 
instrument (means) ; and Mantra is the instrument of the act of ‘ addressing ’’ 
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(the deities), not of the act of ‘ worshipping ’ ; because ‘ worshipping * is 
done either with the hody^ or with the mind [so that in this case the 
instrument is the Body or the Mind, not the Manbra\ Hence it follows that 
what is laid down in the text is the act of addressing. 

Such being the case, there would be the following incongruity (in the 
Purvapaksa view)—^If (as held by the Purvapaksin) the term " Prsfha * 
were assumed to stand for acts^ then that would militate against the 
-ending ; as in that case the Mantra would not be the instrument 
of the act;—^if, on the other hand, the sense of the ^^manepada-ending is 
observed, then that becomes incompatible with the injunction of the act 
of worship ; in fact, in that case, it becomes inevitable that the verb should 
signify the act of addressing. As between these two horns of the 
dilemma, the reasonable comse is to observe the sense of the Atman%- 
pada-ending ; and in that case the term ‘ Prstha ’ would come in useful as 
figuratively indicating the Mantra which is instrumental in accomplishing the 
Prstha (i.e. over which the Prptha is sung) ; and the Atmnanepada is justifiable 
only when there is instrumentality of the Mantra,—Pvova all this it follows 
that the term ‘ Prstha ’ stands for those Mantras that are instrumental in 
the accomplishing of the Prsthas. 

Says the Opponent—“ This is not right ; that the text lays down the 
act of worship is expressed directly by the word (‘ iipati0iate *) ; while the 
fact of its expressing the act of addressing is only indirectly indicated by 
the indicative signs of the AtmanSpada-endmg ; and certainly no indica¬ 
tive sign can set aside Direct Assertion 

Answer —^There is no setting aside of Direct Assertion in this case. 
What the verb ‘ upatisthate ’ literally means is standing near^ —and this 
starvding near is for the purpose of addressing ; the meaning of the sentence 
being that ‘ in order to accomplish the act of addressing, one should stand 
near the Fire ’ ;—such being the direct denotation of the root ‘ sthd ’ by 
virtue of the Atmanepada-Qnduxg. Hence there is no contradiction involved 
in our view. 

Says the OppDtienb—Even so, the Mantra is the instrument of the 
act of addressing, not of the standing near ; so that the absence of all 
connection between the standing near and the Mantra still remains ; and 
in that case the juxtaposition of the two (‘ Prstha ’ and ‘ Upasthdna \ 

‘ standing near*) in the sentence ‘ Pfsthaih upatiMhate would be meaningless **. 

Answer —^While accomplisliing the act of addressing, the Mantra does 
become the instrument of ‘ Upasthdna ’ ; inasmuch as it accorhplishes the 
purpose of the ‘ standing near ’ ; if it were purposeless, it would not be 
done at all. 

From all this it follows that the term ‘ Prstha ’ stands for the Mantra- 
texts [Answer to Question (H)] ;—and when it stands for Mantras, then there 
is no room for any details ; as there are no details in connection with Mantras, 
these being entirely without details— [Answer to Question (A)]. 
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Adhikara:^a (1): In connection with the ‘ Saurya-charu * 
there are certain details of Procedure. 

SUTRA (1). 

Inasmuch as thebe is no injunction of the Pbocedube, the 

SACBIFICE SHOULD TAKE IT IN FBOM WHAT HAS 
GONE BEFOBE. 

Bhd§ya. 

[Instances of ‘ transference ’ indicated by Name have been dealt with 
so far; now we are going to deal with cases where the ‘ transference * 
is inferred,'} 

Without reference to any particular sacrifice, we read—‘ Sauryam 
charum nirvapet brahmavarchasakdmah ’ [‘One desiring Brahmic glory 
should offer Cooked Rice dedicated to Surya *].—In regard to this—(a) it 
has been understood under Su. 2. 3. 14 that a sacrifice is enjoined here ; 
—(6) it has also been explained imder Su. 6. 1. 3. that ‘ as between the 
Sacrifice and its Result, the Sacrifice is the subordinate, and the Result the 
principal factor ;—(c) further, it has been pointed out, under 2. 1. 5, that 
the Sacrifice brings about an unseen force (Apurva), and from this force, 
at some future time, follows the Result.—Thus, in view of all these con¬ 
clusions, what the sentence ‘ One desiring Brahmic glory should offer 
Cooked Rice dedicated to Surya ’ means is that ‘ By means of the Saurya 
sacrifice, having brought about the unseen force, the man desiring Brahmic 
glory, should accomplish this glory for himself \ 

Objection —“ In a case where the sacrifice is spoken of by means of a 
word with the Instrumental Ending, it is right that it should be regarded 
€ts a subordinate factor; e.g. in the sentence ‘ Jyoti^tomena svargakdmo 
yijUa'; in the case of the text in question (^Sauryam charum nirvapet^), 
however, there being no Instrumental Ending, whence is the sense of the 
IfistrumerUal obtained ? ” 

Answer —^What is the use here of the Sacrifice being spoken of by means 
of a word with the Instrumental Ending,—when it is in the very nature 
of things that actions are subordinate to their Results ? In fact, even in 
cases where the Instrumental Ending does appear, it is ineffective, as the 
sense of the Instrumental is already got at.—Similarly, in cases where the 
Accusative Ending is used—as in the sentence ‘ Agnihotram juhuydt \—^we 
might either alter the case-ending (changing ‘ agnihotram ’ into ‘ agni* 
hotrena ’), or regard the sense of the ‘ most desired ’ (which is connoted 
by the Accusative Ending) as not meant to be significant; or we may even 
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regard the case-ending as meaningless ;—but in no case can the idea of 
the action being subordinate to the Result be got over. Hence it follows 
that in the sentence in question (‘ Saury am charum, etc.’) what is laid down 
is the bringing about of the Unseen Force by means of the Sacrifice. Now 
here, the Sacrifice is well known as something of common experience; but it is 
not known in what manner the Unseen Force is brought into existence by 
its means ; because all that the text says is that ‘ one should bring about the 
Unseen Force by means of the Sacrifice ’ ; and the procedure of how it is to 
be brought about is not laid down. Tn the case of things where the 
Procedure is well known,—as in the case of the injunction ‘ one should cook 
rice *,—all that the injunction teaches is that ‘ the act ought to be done ’ ; 
where however the Procedure is not known, such actions are enjoined 
along with the Procedure ; as we find in the case of the Darsha-Purfvimdsa 
sacrifices.—Thus then, the conclusion is that since the Procedure whereby 
the Sacrifice would bring about the Unseen Result has not been laid down 
in the injunctive text, therefore the injunction is, to that extent, 
incomplete. 

Objection —“ If the Procedure is there in the world, it must become 
known ; if it is not there, how can it ever become known ? ” 

Answer —^True, the Procedure is there—^both ordinary and Vedic 
^scriptural); the ordinary procedure is that observed in the case of the 
SthMipdka in connection with the Parvanashrdddha and such other acts ; 
and the Vedic procedure is that observed in the case of the Darsha- 
Purnamdaa and other sacrifices.—^Now in the case in question, if the 
injimction of the Saurya-sacriQce is to be taken as preceded by, and 
dependent upon, the injunctions of the Darsha-Purnamdsa and other 
sacrifices,—and the meaning of the injunction is taken to be that ‘ The 
Unseen Force is to be brought about by means of the Saurya-sacrifice in 
accordance with the Procedure already learnt (from the preceding 
injunctions) —then alone it is right that the injunction of the Saury a- 
sacrifice itself should contain no injunction of its procedure;—and as a 
matter of fact, the injunction of the -sacrifice does not contain an 

injunction of its procedure ;—hence it follows that, inasmuch there is no 
injunction of the Procedure^ the Sacrifice should take it from what has gone 
before (Su.),—^i.e. it should be taken as having the same procedure as that 
which has been already laid down (in the preceding injunctions of other 
sacrifices). 

Question —“ There are some people who take the term ‘ yajlta ’ to 
mean ‘ should bring about the Sacrifice and the term '' juhuydt ’ as ‘ should 
bring about the Homa ’ [and do not take them to mean ‘ should bring about 
the Unseen Force by means of the Sacrifice, or Homa *]. Do not these 
people need to find out what the details (of the acts) should be ? ” 

Answer —Certainly, they do need to find it out. Though it may be 
that (for these people) the Sacrifice, having its process already known, may 
be duly offered to the prescribed deity,—^yet, when it comes to be performed 
for the purpose of obtaining a particular result, there is need to find out 
its accessory details;—^because no results follow from an act that is 
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performed without its details.—‘‘ How do you know that ? ”—When a man 
offers an impure substance,—^while he is himself unclean, or lying down, 
or with feet raised,—with his left hand, or with his foot,—somehow or 
other to a Deity,—he does not obtain the result of the offering ; such is the 
opinion of all cultured people;—on the other hand, if the man offers a pure 
substance,—at a clean place,—while he is himself self-controlled, facing the 
east,—with his right hand,—with mind collected,—and with proper Mantras, 
—and in due accordance with rules,—^to the proper deity,—he does obtain 
the result;—such also is their opinion.—Thus it is clear that wherever a 
sacrifice has been laid down as to be performed for the obtaining of a result, 
it must stand in need of definite accessory details. 

From all this it follows that sacrifices like the Saurya must need certain 
accessory details ; and when the need is there, it is to be met,—in the case 
of the sacrifice which is itself a Primary Sacrifice—by being connected 
with the details that may be found to be laid down in close proximity (with 
reference to other sacrifices) ;—and in the case of the sacrifice which is an 
Ectype of another original Primary Sacrifice,—by being connected with 
those details that may be inferred [i.e. implied under the general law that 
the Ectype is to be performed like its Archetype]. 



Adhikarana (2) : The Procedure to he adopted at the 
‘ Saury a ’ sacrifice should he ‘ Vedic \ 

SUTRA (2). 

[P(Jbvapak§a]—‘‘ It should be the ‘ ordinaky ’ one, because its 

FUNCTIONING HAS BEEN SEEN."' 

Bhd§ya, 

Now we proceed to consider the question—Is there no restriction as to 
whether the Procedure adopted at the ‘ Saurya ’ sacrifice may be either the 
‘ ordinary ’ or the ‘ Vedic ’ one ? Or must it be the ‘ ordinary * one ? 
Or the ‘ Vedic ’ one ? 

The first idea is that there can be no restriction, as there are no grounds 
for making a distinction. 

Against this we have the following, which is the Purvapaksa view 
“ It should he the ‘ ordinary ’ one ; i.e. it—the method of Procedure,— should 
be the ‘ ordinary ’ one ;—why ?— because its functioning has been seen ; the 
functioning of the ‘ ordinary ’ procedure has been seen in several 
instances ; for instance, at the ‘ ^thdlupaka in connection with the Pdrvaryi- 
shraddha at the ‘ Cooked Rice offering at the Aptakd \ at the ‘ Agrahdyaiii 
sacrifice *, and so on in several cases, where an Unseen Force is brought 
about by the sacrifice,—we have seen the fimctioning of the ‘ ordinary * 
Procedure. From these cases we deduce the affirmative premiss that 
‘ whenever a sacrifice produces the Unseen Force, such is the Procedure 
adopted ’ ;—[then comes the minor premiss] ‘ this Saurya sacrifice is a 
sacrifice (bringing about the Unseen Force)’ ;—[then comes the conclusion] 
‘ the same should be the Procedure to be adopted 

SUTRA (3). 

It may BE DIFFERENT FROM THAT, WHERE THERE IS A DECLARATION 

TO THAT EFFECT.’' 

Bhd§ya. 

“ The question is put—‘ Is this the universal rule—that in all cases, 
the Procedure must be the ordinary one ?—Such appears to be the case ’.— 
Our answer to this is that it may be different from the ordinary, when there 
is a declaration to that effect; that is, in a case where there is a declaration 
to the effect that the Vedic Procedure should be adopted, the ‘ ordinary ’ 
procediue shall not be adopted ; because in that case, on the strength of 
that declaration, the Vedic Procedure should be adopted ; as in the case 
of the Upaaada and the OrhanUdha,'' 
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[SiddhInta]— In reality, it should be determined by means of 

THE INDICATIVE *, BECAUSE THE INDICATIVE IS SUBSERVIENT 

TO IT. 

Bhdsya, 

In reality, it is hy means of the Indicative that the Procedure should he 
determined, —Which one should it be ?—That which would be indicated 
by the Indicative. In the present case, the Indicative points to the Vedic 
Procedure ;—hence the Vedic Procedure is the one that should be adopted.— 
“ What is the Indicative ? ”—^It is as follows—In connection with Saury a- 
offering of Cooked Rice, it is declared—‘ At the Prayaja^ he offers the oblation 
of a gold-piece * ; similarly in connection with the offering to Indra-BrhcLspati 
it is said—‘ He lops off half of the Grass, not the other half,—the half that 
he has himself lopped off he spreads on the altar, not the other half ’ ; again 
—‘ At the Pitryajnay he does not appoint a Hotr, nor an Arseya \ All 
these indicative texts point to the conclusion that the Procedure to be 
adopted at the Saurya-aaQv'iUce should be the Vedic one.—“ How so ? ”— 
Because the Indicative is subservient to it; i.e. the Prayaja and the rest are 
all subservient to, —subserve the purposes of—the ‘ Unseen Force ’ brought 
about by the sacrifice laid down in the Veda ; and hence it is only when 
the sacrifices would be performed in accordance with the Procedure laid down 
in the Veda that they would bring about the said Unseen Force ; and in 
that case alone could such declarations be justifiable as—‘ Offers the gold- 
piece at each Prayaja \ —From all this it follows that the Procedure to be 
adopted at the -sacrifice should be determined to be the Vedic one. 

SUTRA (5). 

[Objection (A)] —“ Not so ; because the texts have no reason 

BEHIND THEM ; AS THEY SHOULD BE TAKEN AS DECLARATIONS 
DESCRIPTIVE OF EXISTING THINGS.*' 

Bhdsya. 

The phrase ^ api vd' moans ‘ it is not so ’. The Opponent says—“ It 
is not right that the Vedic Procedure should be adopted at the Saurya- 
sacrifice; because the indicative texts quoted cannot serve the purpose of 
restricting the choice to the Vedic Procediire.—‘ Why ? ’— Because the 
texts have no reason behind them ; it is only when a declaration has reason 
behind it that it proves its objective,—^and the texts quoted do not have 
any reason behind them. In fact it is not right that the Vedic Procedure 
should be adopted (at the /S^awri/a-sacrifice); because that Procediu-e is 
restricted to the Darsha-Purnamdsa and other sacrifices by ‘ Context ’ 
and the other circumstances.—‘ What then is the meaning of the indicative 
texts that have been quoted ? ’—^The answer to this is that they should he 
taken as decla/rations descriptive of existing things ; for instance, the 
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declaration that ‘He lops off half of the Grass, not the other half’ can 
refer only to a case where the Grass is actually there ; because what is 
asserted here can apply only to such Grass as is actually there ;—^in the 
case of the /Sowrya-sacrifice, however, there is no Grass, [Hence the declara¬ 
tion can have no bearing upon the /Sowrya-sacrifice.]—Similarly the other 
declaration also—‘ He does not appoint the Hotr^ nor the Arseya ’—should 
be taken as descriptive of an existing fact—‘ If it is descriptive of an existing 
fact, then it is useless —What can be done, when there is no useful purpose 
served by it ?—As for the declaration ‘ At each Praydja^ he offers the 
golden piece ’, it would apply to the Praydjas themselves.—‘ But how can 
this same sentence lay down the Praydjas as also the offering of the gold- 
piece at the Praydja ? Such an interpretation would involve a syntactical 
split —^In that case it may not be taken as laying down the Praydjas^ 
it may be taken only as laying down the offering of the gold-piece at the 
Praydja ;—and the performer will naturally perform the Praydjas also, 
as without performing the Praydja, there could be no offering of the gold- 
piece at the Praydja, —Thus (inasmuch as none of the texts quoted has 
any bearing upon the iSat^r^/a-sacrifice), there is no text indicative of the 
fact that it is the Vedic Procedure alone that should be adopted at the 
ASauri/a-sacrifice ; on the other hand, for reasons already stated (imder Su. 
2 and 3), it is clear that it is the ordinary Procedure that should be adopted 
at it.” 

SUTRA (6). 

[Objection (B)] —“ Inasmuch as the simultaneous adoption of 

THE accessory DETAILS WOULD BE MUTUALLY INCOMPATIBLE, 
THERE SHOULD BE ADOPTION (OF ONE OR THE OTHER) 
ACCORDING TO THE PURPOSE SERVED BY THEM.” 

^ Bhdsya. 

“ [The Siddhdntin may say]—‘ Why cannot both the Procedures be 
adopted together ?—What would be the advantage of this ?—The 
advantage would be tins that the need of all the sacrifices for both 
Procediu-es would not be set aside by either one of the two only being 
adopted ’. 

“ The answer to this is as follows :—If both were to function together, 
—then if the sacrifice were entirely completed by means of one Procedure 
only, the functioning of the other would be entirely incompatible (absurd). 

“ Thus there being mutual incovnpatihility between the simultaneous 
functioning of both,— there should he adoption of one or the other according 
to the purposes served by them ; i.e. only one of them should function at any 
one sacrifice.—‘ But how can the functioning of only one Procedure secure 
the adoption of the accessory details according to the purposes served ? ’— 
When certain accessory details have already appeared for certain purposes 
at the original Prirtiary Sacrifice (Darsha-Purryirndsa), those details would 
appear at the Ectype (the Saury a) also for the same purposes. Otherwise, 
if the other Procedure were adopted, the details of that would not come in 
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in accordance with the same purposes as those of the details mentioned 
above ; because the purposes of the above-mentioned details would have been 
already served by those details themselves. It is for this reason that it is 
only when there is functioning of only one Procedure that the details are 
adopted in accordance with the purposes served by them; thus it is that 
the words of the Sutra ‘ Yathdrthakalpand syat * has been taken to mean 
that ‘ only one of them should function at any one sacrifice —And if only 
one Procedure has to be adopted, it should be the ordinary one, for reasopi 
already set forth above (under Su. 2 and 3).” 


SUTRA (7). 

[Answer] —In fact, inasmuch as [the Vedic Procedure] has 

CLAIMS [to be adopted], THE CHOICE SHOULD BE RESTRICTED 
TO THAT ; BECAUSE THE ACCESSORY DETAILS ARE EXPRESSIVE 
OF THAT CONCLUSION ; SPECIALLY BECAUSE THESE 
DETAILS ARE CONNECTED [WITH THAT PROCEDURE], 

—AS IN THE CASE OF NaMES ;—AND AS IN THE 
CASE OF THE TERM ‘ DHfiNU ’ CONNECTED 
WITH THE TERM ' KISHORA 

Blm§ya. 

The term ‘ ’ (‘in fact’) implies the rejection of the views set forth 

above. 

It would not be right to hold that the Ordinary Procedure should be 
adopted at the Saurya sacrifice ; in fact, the choice should he restricted to the 
Vedic Procedure, —“ Why ? ”—Because the Vedic Procedure has claims to he 
adopted ; as a matter of fact, the Vedic Procedure also has claims of being 
adopted at the Saurya ; because that Procedure also provides a method of 
bringing about the Unseen Force. And when both the Procedures 
{ordinary as well as Vedic) have equal claims to be adopted, it is the Vedic 
one that should be actually adopted ;— because the accessory details are 
expressive of that conclusion ; that is, the accessory details, in the shape of 
the Praydja and the rest, being found at the Saurya and other such sacrifices 
are expressive of—point to—the said conclusion that the Procedure to be 
adopted at it should be the Vedic one.—“ Why so ? ”— Because these details 
are connected — with that procedure ; and hence, through association, they 
point to it;— as in the case of Names; — i,o, just as the name ‘ Agnihotra * 
applied to the Ku/r^pdyindmayana is expressive of a sacrifice and as such 
brings along with itself all the details connected with that sacrifice,—^because 
in the absence of those details, the application of the said name would be 
improper ; and hence it is understood that those details are present at that 
sacrifice in the same manner, in the case in question also, it being found 
that the presence of the Praydja, etc. (at the Saurya) Irould not be proper 
if the Procedure were not Vedic, it is understood that the Vedic Procedure 
also must find room there.—“ In the absence of reasons, a mere indication 
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<jannot prove anjiihing ”.-^True, that is so ; but the reason has already 
been stated— inaamuch as the Vedic Procedure has claims (Su.). 

It has been argued that “ it is the Ordinary Procedure whose functioning 
is visible —Our answer to that is that, even though the functioning of the 
Ordinary ProcedTure be possible, yet the choice should be restricted to the 
Vedic Procedure, —“ How so ? ”— As in the case of the term ‘ dh^nu ’ 
connected with the term ‘ kiahora ’ ; that is, in the case of the expression 
‘ Kr^akishord dh^nuh \—even though the term ‘ dhenu ’ has been found 
to be used in the sense of the newly-delivered cow, yet by reason of the 
name {" dh^nu^) being applicable to newly-delivered animals in general, it 
has claims of being applied to the newly-delivered mare also ; and that in 
the particular expression quoted, the term does stand for the newly-delivered 
mare is admitted on the basis of the indicative word ‘ kishora ’ (which 
stands for the colt, the young one of the mare, not of the cow), Smularly in 
the case in question also, even though the functioning of the Ordinary 
Procedure may be seen, yet, by reason of both being equally ‘ Procedure 
and hence having equal claims to be adopted, it should be taken as restricted 
to the Vedic Procedure only, on the basis of the indicative texts (quoted 
under Su. 4). 


SUTRA (8). 

{Objection'] —“ In fact, because the origins (of the accessory 
details) are equal, therefore they should find room 
IN accordance with their respective spheres.” 

Bhdsya, 

“In fact, the choice cannot be restricted by means of Indicative texts, 
—‘ Why ? ’— Because the origins are eqwal ; that is, the origins of the 
accessory details— Praydja and the rest,—are equal; i.e. all of them appear 
as subsidiary to the Agneya and other sacrifices, not as subsidiaries among 
themselves.—‘ What then ? ’—If the Anuydja and the rest were subsidiaries 
to the Praydja and the rest, then,—in accordance with the law that ‘ where 
the Primary there its subsidiaries —the presence of the Praydja would 
lead to the inference of the presence of the Anuydja and the rest; when, 
however, they all equally belong to other Primaries,—the presence of 
the Praydja might lead to the inference of the presence of the Praydjas 
and the details of the Praydjas, —^not of the Anuydja and the rest.—Hence 
we conclude that the Indicative text cannot be the basis for determining 
which Procedure is to be adopted. 

“ It has been argued that it would be ‘ like the Name ’ ; our answer 
to that is as follows—In the instance cited (that of the name ‘ Agnihotra ’ 
being applied to the Kuv^pdyindmayana), it was only right that the name 
of one act being applied to another act should indicate the transference of the 
details of the former act to the latter; as has been already explained. Further, 
in that case there is the injimction that ‘ the oblation should be offered in 
the manner of the Agnihotra \ while in the present instance, it is a mere 
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reference ; hence there is no possibility of even the Praydja and the rest coming 
in,—^what to say of the Anuydja and the rest ?—Hence the case of the 
‘ name ’ beaj« no analogy to the case in question. 

“ From all this it follows that they should find room in their respective 
spheres. That is to say, the Details should be adopted in connection with 
those same Apurvas (Transcendental Results) in reference to which they 
have been prescribed.” 

The Siddhantin says—^In the case of the text one should offer Cooked 
Rice dedicated to Surya, the verb may be taken as enjoining the Principal 
offering and also declaring its auxiliaries.—‘ But how can that be done ? *— 
As a matter of fact, if a ‘ Principal ’ were spoken of without its auxiliaries, 
it could not serve any purpose.—^Thus then, when all the said auxiliaries 
have been rendered admissible in the manner explained above, the choice 
of a few particular ones might be made on the basis of the indicative texts 
that we have quoted. 

To this the Purvapaksin makes the following answer:— 

SUTRA (9). 

The ‘ ENJOINING ’ (of the Principal) and the ‘ declaring ' 

(of the Auxiliaries) by one and the same word is 

INCOMPATIBLE.” 

Bhdsya, 

** It is not possible for one and the same word to do the enjoining of the 
* Principal ’ and also the declaring of the Auxiliaries.—Why ?—Because it is 
only after the Principal has come into existence that it needs the auxiliaries ; 
and it is through tliis need that these are taken in. Hence what has been 
suggested is not right.—^Then again, if the word ‘ nirvapet * (‘ should offer ’)• 
were taken as enjoining the auxiliaries also, then these latter also would be 
related to the Result ; and as such they would lose their ‘ auxiliary ’ 
character itself. Hence this view also is not acceptable.—^Thus the only 
alternative left is that the ordinary Procedure should be adopted ”. 

SUTRA (10). 

[Answer'] —In fact, the * Injunction-Appendix ’ should apply to 
the Injunction, in the same manner as to the Original 
Primary ; as we find indicatives pointing to 
THAT conclusion. 

Bhdsya. 

In fact, the ‘ Injunction-Appendix ’ should apply to the Injunction —i.e*. 
to the Injimction of sacrifices like the Saurya ; and no * ordinary * details 
should find place in them.—“What is the meaning of ‘ Injunct ion-Appendix 
(‘vidAt/anto’) ? ”—^It means the ^Appendix' (anta) of thB ^ Injunction* 
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Cvidhi*), —“What is an ‘Injunction’ Cvidhi^)^** —That sentence is 
called ‘ Injunction ’ on coming by which a man either takes up, or desists 
from, activity ; such a sentence is called ‘ Injunction ’ because it enjoins 
a definite thing. For example, in common parlance, when it is said 
‘ Devadatta gam ahhydja ahukldm ’ (‘ Devadatta, lead the cow, the white 
one’), the word ^ahhydja' (‘lead’) is the Injunction and the rest is the 
Appendix to that Injunction ;—similarly in Vedic literature also, the 
sentence ‘ One should perform the DaralwL-Purityamdaa sacrifice ’ is the Opening 
Injunction, while the Appendix to that Injimction consists of the whole 
section of the Brahmana-text dealing with ‘ Cake-offerings ’, barring the 
(aforesaid) Principal Injunction ; as it is in association with the whole of the 
Appendix that the said Opening Injunction prompts the man to activity 
tending to the bringing about of the Transcendental Result; it is for this 
reason that it is called the ‘ Appendix * to that Injunction.—Similarly, the 
sentence ‘ One should perform the Soma-aacrijioe ’ is the Opening Injunction, 
and the whole of the section of the Brahmana-text dealing with ‘ Soma- 
offerings ’ is the Appendix to that Injunction.—^This is what is meant by 
the term ‘ Injunction-Appendix ’ (as used in the Sutra), 

Now, in the case of the Saury a and other such sacrifices, we have the 
Opening Injunction (enjoining the sacrifice itself), but there is no Appendix 
to that Injunction. So that in their case also the said Injunction-Appendix 
sliould have to be assumed.—“ How ? ”—Whenever a sentence is found 
to be incomplete, it can be completed either by supplying additional words 
or by remote (indirect) construction (i.e. by connecting it with words 
separated from it); and this latter method of ‘ remote construction ’ is 
superior to that of ‘ supplying additional words ’ ; because in the latter 
case such words have to be introduced as do not occur in the Veda, while 
in the former, the words with which the sentence is construed are such as 
are contained in the Veda itself. It is for this reason that a remote Brahmana- 
text is assumed to bo the completer of the sentence that is found to be 
incomplete ; for instance, such Brahmana-texts as ‘ Should sacrifice 
Kapinjala-hirda to Vaaanta ’, ‘ Should offer Kalavinka-hirda to Oriama \— 
From all this it follows that the Procedure to be admitted to the Saurya 
sacrifice should be the Vedic one. 

Objection —“ If the remote Brahmana-text is taken as the Appendix 
(sequel) to the Injunctive text in question, then it cannot be construed 
where it stands, and thus it becomes like the ‘ dancing peacock ’ ; when 
the peacock dances, some feathers become exposed while others disappear 
(and this goes on changing continuously) ; in the case in question, the text 
disappears from one place and appears in another.” 

This does not affect the case at all. Because the connection (presence) 
of the Brahmana-text where it actually occurs is perceptible, while its 
connection with the (remoter) Injunction is only inferred ; and what is 
inferred camiot set aside what is perceptible, 

“ In that case it comes to this that the text cannot be construed with 
the Injunction in question, as such connection would be contrary to the 
other perceptible connection.” 
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That would be so if there were real incompatibility between the two ; 
as a matter of fact, however, there is no such incompatibility ; hence the 
text could be construed where it occurs, as also with the remoter Injunction 
in question. 

This is what is meant by the words of the Sutra—The ‘ Injunction- 
Appendix * should apply to the Injunction, in the same manner as to the 
Original Primary, 

Says the Opponent—“What is meant by the term ^ prakftivat^ (‘in 
the same manner as to the Original Primary *) ? In fact, it is in the eighth 
Adhydya that it is going to be determined what is the ‘ Original Primary ’ 
of what 

What is meant by the term is as follows :—^The Injunction-Appendix 
(i.e. the Procedure) would come in like that of the Original Primary ; that is, 
the Procedure at a sacrifice would be like that of that particular sacrifice 
which is its Original Primary (Archetype) ; for instance, the sacrifice which 
has the Agniya for its Original Primary will obtain its procedure from the 
Agniya ; that of which the Agnlsomiya is the Original Primary will obtain 
it from the Agnlsomlya ; and so on, in all cases. 

“ But why cannot the ordinary ‘ Appendix ’ be assumed for the 
Injunction (of the Saury a) ? “ 

Answer —As there is no ordinary ‘ Injunction % there can be no ordinary 
* Injunction-Appendix ’ ; how then can one be assumed ? 

“ Let the ordinary Procedure be adopted ; why need there be any 
assumption of the Appendix to the Injiinction ? 

Answer —The Procedure admissible in the case is the Vedic, not the 
ordinary, one. 

“ But why ? “ 

We find Indicatives pointing to that conclusion (Sfi.),—-that is, texts 
indicating the admission of the Praydja and other details (as explained 
under Su. 4, above). 


SUTRA (11). 

{Objection] —“ Inasmuch as (the adoption of the Vedic Pbocedurb 
is) based upon Indicatives,—in a case where there is 
NO SUCH Indicative, the ‘ Ordinary ' Procedure 

SHOULD be adopted.” 

Bhdsya. 

“If it is entirely on account of Indicatives that the Vedic Procedure is 
taken as the one to be adopted (in the case of the Saury a), then, in a case 
where there is no such Indicative, the ‘ Ordinary ’ Procedure should have to 
be adopted; e.g. in the case of the sacrifice enjoined in the sentence—‘ If 
one’s brothers happen to die, one should offer the Cake baked upon eleven 
pans, dedicated to Indra-Agni 



ADHYIyA vn, PADA IV, ADHIKARANA (2). 
SOTRA (12). 


1311 


\ A 7 mjDer \ —Inasmuch as the ‘ Indicative ' has the support of 

OTHER THINGS,-AND AS THE INJUNCTIVE TERM IS COMMOi^ 

TO ALL,—THE MATTER COULD BE DETERMINED EVEN 
BY A SINGLE INSTANCE ; AS IN THE CASE OF THE 

‘ Rice in the Pot 

Bhdsya. 

The answer to the above is as follows:—^What has been said might have 
been true if the adoption of the Vedic Procedure were based entirely upon 
Indicatives ;—as a matter of fact, however, it is not based entirely upon 
Indicatives.—“ Then on what is it based ? ”—It is based upon the 
‘ Appendix to the Injunction * ;—and the ‘ Appendix to the Injunction » 
also is based upon Reason ;—and this Reason is equally applicable to all 
sacrifices, those that are ‘ Ectypal ’ (i.e. come into the Ectype by virtue 
of its being the Ectype of an Archetype and hence deriving its details 
therefrom) as well as those that come in by virtue of Indicatives.—“ How 
so ? ”— Because the injunctive term is common to all ; in the injunction of 
sacrifices, there is the same injunctive term ; the Opening Injunction is there 
in the case of all sacrifices,—not so the Appendix to the Injunction (which 
is not there in all cases) ; but still on account of the needs of the case, even 
those Opening Injunctions that have no Appendix of their own are also con¬ 
nected with the Appendix occurring elsewhere in the Brahmana-text, —Now, 
if such an Indicative, supported by reason, is found even in one‘ case,—it 
indicates the admissibility of the same details into all those sacrifices to 
which the said reason is applicable. Just as in the case of rice-grains being 
cooked together in a pot, on pressing one grain, one infers that all the other 
grains have become cooked,—on the ground that the same cause that 
tended to the tried grain becoming soft, has been present in the case of other 
grains also. From all this it follows that in the case of all sacrifices (whose 
Procedure has not been expressly laid down), the Vedic Procedure should be 
adopted. 

It has been argued above (under Su, 2) that—“ It is the functioning of 
the ‘ Ordinary ’ Procedure tliat is visible (in all cases) ”.—Our answer to 
that is that what the Opponent is putting forward here is an affirmative 
Universal Proposition, and such a proposition can be accepted as true only 
when it is found to be infallibly true in all cases ; the proposition that is 
\irged, however, is not infallibly true (it is fallacious); becaxise there are 
several sacrifices, such as the Garyxydga (Communal Sacrifice) at which the 
Ordinary Procedure is not found to be adopted. Consequently the reason 
* because its functioning has been seen (is visible, in all cases) * is not 
valid. 

As for the argument that—“ the claims of the Vedic Procedure being 
only partial, the Indicatives also could only rest on that (and hence have 
only a partial application) ”,—our answer is as follows : The ‘ claims ’ 
are based upon the fact of there being a fresh procedure ;—the presence of 
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«uch a Procedure can only be based upon a verbal text;—and what is 
learnt from the verbal text is that the Procedure belongs to the Daraha- 
PiXrtymidaa^ not to all sacrifices. Hence there can be no ‘ claims ’ in the 
case of all sacrifices. From this we conclude that the admissibility of a 
Procedure is determined by the ‘ Appencux to the Injunction *, not by 
anything else. 

[The Opponent raises an entirely new objection]—“ Why cannot the 
sentences enjoining the Ectypal sacrifices {Saurya and the like) be accepted 
in their incomplete form, as they are ? Why should there be any ‘ completing * 
of them (by the ^importing of an * Appendix ’ from elsewhere) ? ” 

Answer —^If they are incomplete, they become useless :—“ Let them be 
useless ;—what is the harm ? ”—In that case it is not possible for them to 
be accepted by cultured people.—“ The acceptance may be due to a 
mistake ”.—^When cultured people make no mistake in regard to a single 
consonant or vowel, how could they make one in regard to such a large 
body of texts ? Why too should it be regarded as a mistake ? It has been 
explained under Su. 1. 2. 8 that ‘ all these texts are equally scriptural \ 
Even if there had been a mistake committed by the learned, it could not 
have been perpetuated for many thousands of cycles. It is only right too 
that the texts should be completed on the basis of their requirements. Tliis 
is the reason why we do not accept them as they are, incomplete ? 

Thus it becomes established that it is the Vedic Procedure that should 
be adopted (at the Saurya, etc.). 



Adhikabana (3): At the ‘ Oavdmayana the Procedure 
to he adopted should he that of the ‘ Ekdha 

StJTRA (13). 

fPO rvapak^a— continued] —‘‘ At the ‘ Ahargana the Procedure 

TO BE adopted SHOULD BE THAT OF THE ‘ DvIdASHIhA 
BECAUSE THEY HAVE ALL GOT THAT FOR THEIR 

Archetype ; as for the name pertaining 

TO THE ‘ EkAHA IT WOULD BE DUE 
TO THE COMING IN OF ADDITIONAL 

DETAILS,-^LIKE THE ‘ EkAHA ’ 

SACRIFICE ITSELF.” 

Bhdsya, 

After having enjoined the Satra, in the sentence ‘ People desiring 
•offspring should have recourse to the Oavdmayana the text goes on to 
^dd ‘ Jyotirgaurdyuh ’ [naentioning the three names ‘ Jyotia \ ‘ Oauh ’ and 
* Ayu8 ’ of the three parts of the Oavdmayana and also of three independent 
sacrifices].—It is going to be explained under Su. 8. 1. 17 that the ‘ appendix ’ 
(Procedure) at the Oavdmayana should be that of the Dvddashdha, —Thus 
then, at the Oavdmayana^ the details of the Dvddashdha would come by the 
general law (relating to the Archetype and the Ectype) ; and of the Ekdha- 
sacrifices also, some of the details come in, being mentioned as such by their 
respective names. Now those Dvddashdha-detaila that are not incompatible 
with the Ekdha-details come, in due course, to be performed at the 
Oavdmayana ; but there are some Dvddashdha-details that are incompatible 
with the Ekdha-details ; and in regard to these, there arises the question— 
which of the two details shall be performed—those of the Dvddashdka ? Or 
those of the Ekdha ? 

[We are now going to deal with cases where there is a conflict between the 
details whose ‘ transference ’ is indicated by Name, and those whose transference 
is indicated by inference (through the general law regarding Ectype and Archetype). 
At the Oavdmayana, there are three ‘ Days ’ (Daily Performances)— Jyotia, Oauh 
and Ayua, The Oavdmayana, being an ‘ Ectype ’ of the Dvddashdha, the three 
parts of it {Jyotia and the rest) take in the details of that Dvddashdha, through 
inference based upon the general law;—one of these details being the sacrificial 
fee of ‘ One Hundred On the other hand, the name * Jyotia ’ as applied to these 
indicates the application of the details of the Jyotiatonm, by which the sacrificial 
fee should be ‘ One Thousand ’.—Which of these two Fees shall be given ?—That is 
the question.— Suhodhinl.'] 

On this question, the Purvapak^a view is thus set forth in the Sutra : — 
At the Ahargafya the Procedwre to be adopted should he that of the Dvddashdha, 
because they have all got that for their Archetype ; i.e. because they have the 
Dvddashdha for their Archetype (Original Primary), therefore the details 
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thereof come into the Oavdmayana through the ‘ Appendix —‘ But this goes 
against the name of the sacrifice —^No, it will not go against the names 
'Jyotis* C Oauh\ 'Aytis'); as these would be applicable by reason of the 
coming in of additional details, —that is, by the coming in of details of the 
modifications of Hymns and Songs in addition to those pertaining to the 
Jyotistoma ;—like the Ekdha sacrifice itself ; that is, just as in the case of the 
Skdha-Jyotis, the name ‘ Jyotis ’ is applied on the basis of additional details,— 
even though the details of the Jyotistoma are already there,—so the name 
‘ Jyotis * is applied for the purpose of indicating the presence of additional 
details which are not found at the Jyotistoma ;—and there is no incom¬ 
patibility between these additional details and those that belong to the 
Dvddasdha. Hence it follows that when there is incompatibility between the 
details of the Dvddashdha and those of the Ekdha, it is the former that 
should be adopted.” 


“ There is another explanation of the second half of the Sutra — 
‘ Adhikdgamdt taddkhyam sydt ekdhavat \ At the Dvddashdha, there are 
certain details other than those at the Ekdha, —such, for instance, as 
^ Ahhiplav6*nvaham bhavati gorivltamanvaham bhavati* (?) ;—and it is by 
reason of these additional details coming in that the name is applied to it 
—^Tliis the Ahan (Day-sacrifice) is related to the Dvddashdha, and is named 
Jyotis and Ayus, —“ How is this ? ”— Like the Ekdha ; i.e. the same Ekdha 
comes to be named ‘ Jyotis', etc. when there enter into it those special details 
which are over and above those pertaining to its Archetype the Jyotistoma ; 
similarly, in the cetse in question, those same names would be applied 
figuratively, on the basis of this similarity to the Ekdha that here also 
additional details come in addition to those of its Archetype, the 
Dvddashdha ;—exactly as the one-day Vishvajit has been called ‘ Sadaha * 
(Six-day-sacrifice) by reason of the presence thereat of those Pr^fhas that 
pertain to the Sa^ha —^and we had the declaration ‘ That Ekdha (One-day- 
sacrifice) they call the Sadafia (See above, Su. 7. 3. 6 et seq.) Similarly 
in this case also.—And as the name will apply only figuratively, it cannot 
be taken as indicating the ‘ transference ’ of details.” 


SUTRA (14). 

[POrvapak§a— concluded ]—“ Also because there is an 
Indicative text.” 

Bhd^a. 

“ From an Indicative text also we conclude that it is the Procedure of 
the Dvddashdha that should be adopted.—‘ What is that Indicative text ? " 
—It is this—‘ Dvdhhydm lomdvadyati, dvdbhyam tvacham, dvdbhydmasjk, 
dvdhhydm rrvdmsam * [‘ He takes out the furs out of two, the skin out of two, 
the blood out of two, the flesh out of two ']; having started with these 
details, which pertain to the Sadaha sacrifice, the text goes on to say,— 
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Yad dvddaahopaaado hhavanti dtrndruxmetanniravadayate ’ [‘ // there are 
twelve Upaaada, etc. etc. ’]; here we have an indication of the presence of 
‘ twelve Upaaada \ which is a feature of the Dvddaahdha sacrifice ; and this 
would be possible only if the whole set of details pertaining to the Dvd¬ 
daahdha, even those incompatible with those of the Ekdha, were admitted. 
If that were not so, then there would be only aix Upaaada, which is a 
feature of the Ekdha. —From this we conclude that the Procedure of the 
Dvddaahdha should be adopted.” 

“ The following is another text indicative of the same conclusion— 
‘ Yaaydtiriktamekddaahinydmdlahheran na priyam bhrdtrvyamatirichyeta, 
atha yad dvau dvau paahu aamaayiyuh kaniya dytih kurviran, yadyete 
brdhmanavantah pashava dlabhante ndpriyam bhrdtrvyam atyatirichyat^ 
na kaniya dyuh kurvita ’ ;—this indicates the presence, in connection 
with the Ekdd^xahinl (the eleven Posts) of the ‘ Vihdra ’ [Pasture-ground] 
which is a feature of the Dvddaahdha, —How ?—It is only when there is 
‘ Vihdra \ that an ‘ excess ’ of animals is possible,—and it is for fear of this 
excess that there is a combination of two animals each ;—if the details 
admitted were those of the Ekdha, then there could be no ‘ Vihdra ’ ; and in 
that case the declaration here made would not be justifiable.—Hence it 
follows that the Procedure of the Dvddaahdha should be adopted.” 

SOTRA (15). 

[Siddhanta]—Not so ; because there is the Name of the Sacrifice ; 

AS FOR the ‘ additional DETAILS \ THERE IS NO VERBAL 
authority for them. 

Bhdsya. 

Not so ; the Procedure of the Dvddaahdha should not be adopted; it 
is tliat of the Ekdha that should be adopted.—“ Why so ? ”—Because the 
Procedure of the Dvddaahdha (which is the Archetype) is admissible only 
under the General Law (relating to the Archetype and its Ectype),—while 
that of the Ekdha is admissible through Name ; and the Name is more 
aiithoritative than the General Law ;—why ?—because it is directly per¬ 
ceptible ; the Name is directly perceptible (in the Veda) ; while the General 
Law functions through Inference.—‘‘ But the Injunction-Appendix (Procedure) 
also is perceptible ”.—True, but it is perceptible only in relation to the 
Archetype ; in its relation to the Ectype, it is purely inferential. • As for the 
Name, it is perceptible, in relation to the Ectype also ; and Perception is 
more authoritative than Inference.—Hence it is the Procedure of the Ekdha 
that should be adopted. 

“ It has been explained that the Name only serves the purpose of 
admitting additional details.” 

The answer to this is as follows i—Aa for the ‘ additional details ’, there ia 
no verbal authority for them ; i.e. there is no word signifying the additional 
details ; all such terms as ‘ Jyotia * and the rest are the names of actions 
(sacrifices),—as has been made clear under Su. 1. 4. 2. 

39 
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It has been asserted (in Su. 13) that “ the name would be due to the 
eoming in of additional details —Our answer to this is that Additional 
details come in, by virtue of declarations, not by virtue of Names. 

As for the argument that “ when the details are absent, the name is 
not applied —as a matter of fact, there is no occasion on which the names 
in question—‘ Ay vs ’ and the rest—have not been applied to the sacrifice 
in question ; how then can it be said that the Name has been seen to be 
absent (not applied) when the details have been absent ? 

Then there is the argument that “ the names ‘ Jyotis ’ and the rest 
are not applied to the Jyotistoma —But the reason for the name ‘ Jyotis ’ 
not being applied to the Jyotistoma lies in the fact that they are distinct 
actions, and not in the fact of its having none of its details. 

From all this it follows that, when there is incompatibility, the Pro¬ 
cedure to be adopted should be that of the EkaJia, 


The following is the refutation of the second explanation (proposed on 
p. 64 of the Text) of the second half of Sutra 13—‘ Adhikdgamdt taddkhyam 
sydt, ekdhatut ’ :—If the name is applicable figuratively, then it can be only 
a reference, and as such useless. Hence we conclude that the Name shoidd bo 
treated as indicating the transference of details. 

SUTRA (16). 

[A suggested refutatiou of the Purvapak^a ]— What is indicated 

SHOULD BE TAKEN AS A PROPEKTY OF THE GrOUP ; APPLICABLE 
BY REASON OF SERVING THE SAME PURPOSE ; AS IN 
THE CASE OF SUBSTANCES. 

Bftdsya. 

The indicative has been cited, in the shape of the presence of the ‘ twelve 
Upasads ’. The refutation of this argument is as follows :— What is indicated 
should be taken as a property of the Group ; the indicative that has been cited 
(the presence of twelve Upasads) is a property of the Group. As a matter 
of fact, the Dvdaashdha is a ‘ Group of Days ’ [a Group of Twelve Day- 
sacrifices), and is enjoined with a view to a definite result, in the text— 
‘ Persons desiring prosperity should have recoimse to the Dvddashdha ’ ;— 
the Oavdmayana also is another ‘ Group of Days ’, enjoined tor the same 
purpose of accomplishing a definite result;—and it is by virtue of this 
serving of the same purpose as the Dvddashdha, that it takes in the 
details of the Dvddashdha, —not through the force of the General Law (relating 
to Archetype and Ectype).— As in the case of substances ; in the case of 
substances, it is found that the details laid down in connection with the 
Vrihi become applicable to the other substances by virtue of their being 
substitutes for Vtihi and serving the same purpose,—and not through the 
force of the General Law. The same is the case with the pregient instance. 
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SOTRA (17). 

[The above refutation criticised] —It is not so ; because the 

PROPERTY IN QUESTION BELONGS TO THE ‘ ApORVA THE 

‘ Group ’ being a subordinate factor. 

Bhdsya, 

What has been urged under the preceding Sutra is not right.—Why ?—- 
Because the property belongs to the Apurva ; that is, the presence of twelve 
Upasads is a property of the Apurva^ not of the ‘ Group —^How so ?— 
Because the ‘ Group * is a subordinate factor ; it is the ‘ Days ’ (the Day- 
sacrifices) that constitute the ‘ principal * factor in this case, and the 
number ‘ twelve *, occurring in the name ‘ DvddashdMna ’ is subordinate to 
those ‘ Days ’, i.e. it is their qualification ; and an action is always regarded 
as subsisting in what is qualified, not in the qualification ; for instance, when 
it is said ‘ rdjapurusah dnlyatdm * (‘ Let the King’s man be brought up ’), 
what is brought up is the Man, not the King ;—or when it is said ‘ mrstam 
bhunkte Devadattah * (‘ Devadatta eats savoury food ’), what is understood 
to be eaten is vegetable or Pulse. In all cases it is the Principal Factor 
that is understood to be the substratum of the action.—‘ What if it is so ? ’ 
—What follows froiR this is that the Result is brought about by the ' Days 
not by the ‘ Group ’, and the Details belong to that which brings about the 
Result. Thus it is that the presence of twelve Upasads is not a property 
of the ‘ Group ’ ; and such being the case, the details cannot find room in 
the Gavdrnayana by virtue of their serving the same pxu’pose as the 
Dvddashdha (as suggested under Su. 16).— 

For these reasons, the refutation put forward under Su. 16 is not right. 

SUTRA (18). 

[Another criticism of the Refutation suggested in Su. 16 ]—In 

THE case of Substances, the details (properties) do 

BECOME admissible BY VIRTUE OF ONE SUBSTANCE 
SERVING THE PURPOSES OF THE OTHER. 

Bhdsya. 

The instance of ‘ Substances ’ has been cited (in Sutra 16). But in the 
case of Substances, it is only right that there should be a transference of 
details (or properties) ; because in that case when the Nirvdra serves the 
same purpose that is served by the Vrihi, the former takes in the details 
of the latter. In the case in question, however, the presence of twelve 
Upasads is not a property (or detail) belonging to the ‘ Group ’ at all; 
hence the very reason put forward is vitiated ; consequently, the instance 
of ‘ Substances ’ that has been cited is not analogous. 

Question —How then do you explain the Indicative text that the 
Purvapaksin has put forward (under Sutra 14) ? 

The answer to that is set forth in the following Sutra, — 
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SCTRA (19). 

What is sought to be got at by indication is already 

THERE directly. 

Bhdsya. 

At the Qavdmayana, the first ‘ day of tlie Dvddashdha ’ is that which 
is called ‘ Prdyaniya-atirdtra ’ ; it is of this latter that the presence of twelve 
Upasads is a detail; hence when this is adopted, it is the Principal sacrifice 
that is adopted ; wliile if the presence of six Upasads were adopted, it would 
be the detail belonging to the subordinate sacrifices Jyotip and the rest; 
and there is no reason why the opportune adoption of the Principal should 
be superseded (by the adoption of the Subordinates). Thus it is for the 
honouring of the Principal that the presence of the twelve Upasads is 
admitted ; so that what is sought to be got at by means of Indication is 
actually secured by the most direct means ; and not indirectly tlirough the 
General Law ; specially as the General Law is weaker than Name, It is also 
going to be explained later on that ‘ When there is a congregation of 
conflicting details, it is the more numerous one that should bo adopted ’ 
(Su. 12. 2. 22),—‘ Or, it should be the principal one, by reason of the 
injunction of the Apurva, as in ordinary experience ’ (Su. 12. 2. 23). 

[The whole of the abov'e explanation of Sii. 19 has been rejected by Ktimarila* 
Ho says as follows :—Tho whole of this is improper. As a matter of fact, tho term 
‘ prdyanlya ’ is not indicative of tho transference of details; houoc how could there be 
any possibility of the coming in of the Twelve Upasads ? Hence at the Prdyanlyay 
as also at the Atirdtra, the Procedure should bo that of the Jyotis sacrifice.—Then 
again, the Sutra 12. 2. 22, which appears to have been quoted by tho Bhdsya as 
‘ Purvapakea ’, is not a Purvapaksa-Sutra at all ; in fact, it embodies the Siddhanta 
position that ‘ When there is a conflict between two sets of details, one sot being more 
numerous than the other, then that which is more numerous should be adopted 
(12. 2. 22) ; while when they are equal innumJxu-, the Principal One should be adopted ' 
(12. 2. 23). — We are therefore offering another explanation of tho Sutra 19 —The Pro¬ 
cedure of the Dvddashdha is applicable to a large number of ‘ Days while that of 
the Ekdha is applicable to a fewer number ; hence, tho more numerous being adopted, 
naturally the Twelve Upasads become directly adopted.— 'fuptikd.'] 

As regards the second indication tliat has been cited (under Su. 14)— 
in tho shape of the mention of the ‘ V ihdra ’ in connection with tho 
Ekddashinl, —the answer is as follows : 

SCTRA (20). 

As FOR THE MENTION OF .THE ‘ VihIrA ^ (iN CONNECTION WITH THE 

EkADASHINI), it is only what has BEEN ENJOINED ; BECAUSE 
ISOLATED DECLARATIONS ARE ALWAYS TAKEN AS 
PERTAINING TO THE ORIGINAL PRIMARY. 

Bhdsya, 

Without reference to any sacrifice, the ‘ V ihdra ’ has been enjoined in 
connection with the Ekadashin (the Eleven Posts), in the following texts^— 
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(a) ‘ The animals should be those born of these ’ ; (b) ‘ Day by day they 
should kill those animals ; on the first day they should kill that dedicated 
to Agni ; on the second, the ewe dedicated to Saraavatl ; on the third day, 
the ram dedicated to Soma ; and at the end, that dedicated to Varuruz ; 
then, reversing, on the first day, they should kill the animal dedicated to 
Agni ; on the second day, the ewe dedicated to Saraavall ; on the third day, 
the ram dedicated to Soma ; and at the end the animal dedicated to 
Varuna \ —Inasmuch as isolated declarations (i.e. those not made in con¬ 
nection with any particular sacrifice), are always taken as pertaining to the 
Original Primary,—all the above details were taken as finding place in the 
Jyotiatoma (which is the Original Primary in this case) ; but, in view of the 
fact that there are not several days in connection with the Jyoti§toma (which 
is performed in a single day), and hence the above-mentioned details cannot 
find room there,—they had to be taken over to another Original Primary, 
in the shape of the Dvddashdha ;—but there also, what is said regarding the 
‘ reversing * was found to be inapplicable to the Jyoiis and other constitvients 
of the Dfddashdha ; hence they went over to the third Original Primary, 
in the sliape of the Qavdmayana ;—hence what has been sought to be got 
at through transference of details from the Archetype to the Ectype, tliroiigh 
the Oeneral Law, is really something that has come to the Gavd'tnayana 
directly, in the manner explained abo\'e (and not by ‘ transference ’ from the 
Dvddashdha). 


End of Pdida iv of Adhydya VII. 


End of Adhydya VII. 



ADHYAYA VIII. 

PAda I. 

AdhikARANA (1): Declaration of the subject-matter of the 

Adhydya, 

StJTRA (1). 

Next follows the treatment of particular cases [of 
* Extended Application ’ or Transference]. 

Bhd^ya, 

The Seventh Discourse has dealt with the matter of ‘ Extended Appli¬ 
cation* in general;—the general principle arrived at being that ‘when 
certain sacrifices, like the Alndragna, do not have their details laid down, 
there are extended or transferred to them the details from those sacrifices 
which, like the Daraha-Purnamdaa, have their details laid down.’ 

Now we have to consider the following question—when details are 
transferred to a sacrifice, are they transferred from all the sacrifices (that 
have their details laid down for them) ? Or from only one (such) sacrifice ? 

The Purvapakm view is that they should be transferred from all, 
as there is no ground for making a distinction. 

The answer to this is that when the sa/crifice has all its requirements 
fulfilled by the details transferred from one sacrifice, there is no reason 
why those of any other sacrifice should come into it. 

This is quite true ; but it cannot be (easily) determined the details 
of which particular sacrifice are to be transferred to which one ?—And it is 
for this purpose that the consideration of particular cases becomes 
necessary—in order to determine that the details of this particular sacrifice 
are to be transferred to that. 

This is what is declared in the beginning of Discourse VIII— Next follows 
the treatment of particular cases; — *next\ —i.e. next to, after, the general 
treatment of ‘ Extended Application’,—we are going to deal with particular 
oases of it; and each such case shall be explained at its own time. 

[Profjferly speaking, the Siddhdnta of this Adhikarana is what is stated in 
the next Sutra.] 



Adhikabana (2): The details ‘ transferred ’ are those of 
a particular sacrifice. 

Bhdsya, 

The principle underlying all particular cases of Transference is stated 
in the following Sutra :— 

SCTRA (2), 

That should be transferred of which there is some indi¬ 
cative ; BECAUSE THERE IS CONNECTION BETWEEN THAT 
INDICATIVE (and THAT WHICH IS TO BE TRANSFER¬ 
RED) ; AS IN THE CASE OF NaMES. 

Bhdsya. 

That Vedic Procedure should he transferred to an Ectypal Sacrifice 
of which there is some indicative^ —either in word, or in sense,—in the 
Injunction of that ectypal sacrifice, or in the sentence mentioning its 
auxiliaries.—Why so ?— Because there is connection between that indicative and 
what is to he transferred; that is, these two—the indicative and the particu¬ 
lar Procedure in question have been found, in the past, to be related,— 
and between two related things, when either one is perceived, it brings 
to the mind the other,—even though this Jatter is not perceived,— 
through Inference;— as in the case of Names ; for instance, when we find 
the name * agnihotra' used in connection with the Kun^apdyindmayana^ 
it at once brings to the mind all the details of the Daily Agnihotra. — 
“ How does that affect the case under consideration ? ”—It is thus :—When 
there is a new sentence (incomplete in certain respects), it comes to be 
construed with any such parts (expressions) as may come to the mind and 
be found capable of supplying what is wanting in the former sentence; for 
instance, the words—* one should perform the Darsha-Purnamdsa Sacrifice ’ 
is the opening of an Injunction; it stands in need of the ‘ Injunction- 
Appendix ’ asserting in what manner the said sacrifice is to be performed,— 
and as such, it becomes construed with that entire section which deals with 
Fire-kindling and other details, and which comes to the mind by reason 
of the textual connection;—the whole sentence thus standing in the form— 
‘ One should perform the Darsha-Purnamdsa sacrifices in such and such 
a manner \ —Similarly (in the case in question), the ‘Opening of the 
Injunction’ laying down the Ectypal Sacrifice should become construed 
with any such Vedic ‘ Injunction-Appendix ’ (setting forth the Procedure) 
as may come to the mind. For instance, there is the ‘ Opening of an 
Injunction ’ to the effect that ‘ One, desiring Brahmic Glory, should 
offer Cooked Rice dedicated to Surya' {*Sauryam charum nlrvapU brahma- 
vachasakdmah *);—and when this stands in need of a declaration as 
to the manner in which the offering is to be metde, several Procedures 
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may come to the mind at the same time;—thus it is found that in this 
injunction, there is the peculiar word * nirvapU ’ in the sense of ‘ offering 
which is specially connected with the Procedure of the Daraha-Purnamdsa 
sekcrifice; and through this indicative—in the shape of the word ‘ nirvapU\ 
—this Procedure (of the Daraha-Purnamdaa sacrifice) becomes indicated 
as the one to be adopted at the Saurya: —this means that the entire 
procedure of the Darsha^Purnamdsa, —which is made up of several 
procedures connected with the Agneya and other sacrifices that are 
performed in course of the Daraha-Purnamdaa^ —should be adopted at 
the Saurya \—but it is next found that the Saurya sacrifice has the same 
deity or the same vegetable substance that forms the special feature 
of some one of those sacrifices that make up the Darsha-Purnamdsa (e.g. the 
Agneya) ;—and through this specific indicative, it is decided that the Proce¬ 
dure to be adopted at the Saurya should be that of the Agneya, —and the 
conclusion thus arrived at is that ‘ The Cooked Rice dedicated to Surya 
should be offered, in the manner of the Agneya ’.—Similarly in other cases— 

‘ The Cake baked upon eleven pans and dedicated to Agni~Vi^u should be 
offered in the manner of the Agnlsomiya' ; and so on in all cases. 

Perceiving that the declaration of such rules in connection with each 
individual ssrcrifice would be much too cumbrous,—and desiring to avoid 
it, the Author of the Vrtii as used the common expression * prakrtivat' 
(‘like the original archetype*) [thus postulating the general law that ‘the 
Ectype is to be performed in the manner of its original Archetype'*']. 

Thus the conclusion is that where the slightest common factor,— 
in the shape of a word, or sense, or offering material, or deity, or the 
form and other qualifications of these,—happens to be perceived, the Pro¬ 
cedure indicated by that should be adopted. 

All that is necessary has been said briefly by the author (in the present 
Sutra); in what follows, we have only an elaboration of the same Principle,— 
set forth for the benefit of his pupils.—In this connection, they also cite 
the following couplet— 

‘ Having spread out a vast net, the sage has explained things in brief 
also; verily learned people always wish to adopt the brief as well as the 
elaborate method.’ 



Adhikarana (3): The Details of the ‘ Isti ’ are not 
transferred to the * Soma-sacrifice \ 

SUTRA (3). 

[PfTRVAPAKSA]—“ ThE PROCEDURE OF THE ‘ I§TI ’ SHOULD BE 
ADOPTED AT THE ‘ SOMA-SACRIFIOBBECAUSE IT 
HAS BEEN ALREADY IN OPERATION.” 

Bhdsya. 

There is the text—‘ Jyotiatornena avargakamo yajeta ’ [ Desiririg Heaven, 
one should perform the Jyotistoma sacrifice’].—In regard to this there 
arises a question as to the Procedure to be adopted at this sacrifice: From 
which sacrifice would the Procedure be ‘ transferred ’ to this Jyotistoma ? 

On this question, the Purvapakaa view is as 'follows:— ** The procedure 
of the * latV should he adopted at the * Soma-sacrifice \ because it has been 
already in operation ’; that is the procedure to be eidopted at the Soma (Jyotis¬ 
toma) sacrifice should bo that of the Daraha-Purnamdaa. —‘ Why ? ’— Because 
it has been already in operation ; as a matter of fact, the Procedure of the 
Darsha-Purnamdsa has already been in operation at the Diksaniyd (Initia¬ 
tory) and other Istisy —such as the Diksaniyd, the Atithyd, the Prdyaniyd, 
and the Pashu; and it is after these have been performed that there follows 
the Soma-sacrifice ; and from the fact of the particular Procedure that has 
been in operation, it follows that the same should be adopted at this 
Soma-sacrifice also. For instance, when it is said—‘ Devadatta should 
be fed, Visnumitra should be fed, also Matheu^a, Kaundinya, and Bharad- 
vaja,’—it is inferred that the term ‘should be fed’, which has been in 
operation in connection with the first two names, should be connected with 
the last three names also.—From all this it follows that the Procedure 
to be adopted at the Soma should be that of the Daraha-PurnamdaaJ*' 

SUTRA (4). 

[PuRVAPAKSA— concluded] —“Also because we find texts 

INDICATIVE OF THE SAME CONCLUSION.” 

Bhdsya, 

“In connection with the Soma-Sacrifice, we find the declaration 
* Tasyaikashatam prayijdnuydjdh * [‘ There are in it a hundred Praydjas 
and Anuydjaa'] ; and the Praydjas and the Anuydjaa are details connected 
with the Isti (Darsha-Purnamdsa) ; from this it follows that the Procedure 
adopted at the Soma should be that of the la^iP 
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[Siddhanta]— In reality, the ‘ Soma-sacrifice ’ should be 

REGARDED AS AN INDEPENDENT SACRIFICE, BECAUSE IT HAS 
ITS ENTIRE PROCEDURE LAID DOWN. 

Bhosya. 

The ‘ Soma * is an independent sacrifice, and as such it does not borrow 
its details from any other sacrifice.—Why so ?— Because it has its entire 
procedure laid down ; it has been explained that ‘ when the procedure of 
a sacrifice is not laid down, that sacrifice should be regarded as dependent 
upon another* (Sutra 7. 4. 1);—^in the case of the Soma‘Sacrifice however, it 
is found that its Procedure has been laid down ;—hence it follows that it is 
independent. 

[According to Kumarila the statement of the Siddhanta in the SQtra and in the 
Bhasya is incomplete; in his opinion, it should have been stated in this form— 
* When a sacrifice has all its required details laid down in proximity to itself,—and 
all its requirements are thereby met, —then alone it can be regarded as having its 
entire procedure laid down ; and hence independent.'] 

SUTRA (6). 

Also because the absence of ‘ pouring with the Sritk ' has 

BEEN DESCRIBED AS A PERMANENT FEATURE. 

Bhasya. 

In connection with the Soma-sacrlfice, there is the following description 
of the absence of ‘ Pouring of Clarified Butter with the Sruk ’—* Ghrtam imi 
deijd vajram krtvd somamaghnan sruchau vdhu, tasmdt sruchi somahavir- 
ndsddyate, na somamdjyendbhigJhdrayanti ’ [‘ The deities made Clarified 

Butter the thunderbolt, and struck the Soma with the arm-like Sruks; 
therefore the >Soma-offering is not contained in the Sruk and they do not pour 
Clarified Butter over the Soma\ —This statement can be right only if the 
Soma is an independent sacrifice]; if it has the Darsha-Purnamdsa for its 
original archetype, then the Clarified Butter must be poured over the Soma, 
which must be offered with the Sruk [as this is what is done at the Darsha- 
Purnamdsa] ; and in that case, the statement quoted would be wrong.— 
From this also it follows that the ‘ Soma ’ is an independent sacrifice. 


SUTRA (7). 

“It may be an Injunction*’;—if this is urged [then the 
answer is as given in the next Sutra]. 

Bhasya. 

[Says the Opponent]—“ Your view, is that, ‘ because we find the mention 
of the absence of Pouring with the Sruk, the Soma should be regarded as an 
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independent sacrifice *; but why cannot the sentence quoted be taken as an 
Injunction prohibiting the Pouring with the Sruk which would come in at 
the Soma-sacrifice by virtue of its having the Darsha-Purfyiindiea for its 
original Archetype ? ” 

This Proposition having been put forward, the following Sutra refutes it. 


SUTRA (8). 

That cannot be : because it is supplementary to another 

SENTENCE. 

Bhd^ya. 

The sentence in question cannot be an Injunction.—Why ?— Because it 
is supplementary to another sentence; there is another injunction in this 
connection (to which the sentence in question is supplementary);—that 
injunction is in the form of the following Mantra:—* Amshuramshuste diva 
somdpydyatdm ’ [* O divine Soma ! may each piece of yours prosper *]; and it 
is to this that the sentence quoted (‘ Ghrtam vai devdh, etc.’) is supple¬ 
mentary.—“ How do you know that ? ”—It is deduced from the fact that it 
is required (as commendatory) to the said injunction. The whole passage 
stands thus—‘ When they extract the juice from the Soma, if they make use 
of the Sruk in the place of hands,—or if they introduce clarified butter,—they 
kill the Soma ’; it is with this view that the Mantra says— O divine Soma f 
may each piece of yours prosper ! In this way they satisfy the Ksura as well 
as the Aksura of the person who has secured the Soma. [Here we have the 
injunction declaring that the Sruk should not be used and that the Clarified 
Butter should not be introduced; and as a commendatory supplement 
to this we have the passage quoted before under SO. 6]; if this also were an 
Injunction, then there would be a syntactical split; hence it cannot bo 
regarded as an Injunction, 


SUTRA (9). 

Also because the ‘ absence of fasting ’ is mentioned as a 

POSSIBLE CONTINGENCY. 

Bhdsya, 

In regard to the Soma-sacrifice, a possible contingency is mentioned— 
* If one went forward without fasting, they would drag him to the other 
world with his neck tied up —If the Procedure of the Darsha-Purnamasa 
were meant to be adopted at the Soma-sacrifice, Fasting would be an 
essential factor, and there would never be any possibility of there being * no 
fasting *; hence no such contingency could be spoken of.—From this it 
follows that the ‘ Soma ’ is an independent sacrifice. 
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SHABABA-BHll^YA. 

SUTRA (10). 


The pbesence of some details related to ‘ Isti * can be 

EASILY EXPLAINED. 

Bhdsya, 

The presence of the ‘ Praydjas and Anuydjaa * has been brought forward 
as indicating that the details of the Daraha-Purnamdaa find place in the 
Somay —the text quoted being, ‘ There are a hundred Praydjaa and Anu¬ 
ydjaa ’.—But what are spoken of collectively in this text are those Praydjaa 
and Anuydjaa which appear at the Dlkaanlyd and the other sacrifices that 
are auxiliary to the Soma, —What is the rea;Son for this view ? ”—The 
reS/Son is that as a matter of fact, the Soma is an independent sacrifice by 
itself, and the said number of Praydjaa and Anuydjaa are actually present 
at the said auxiliaries; and hence these Praydjaa and Anuydjaa, being 
auxiliary to its auxiliaries, can be spoken of as auxiliaries to the Soma 
itself; just as the Sacrificial Post is spoken of as auxiliary to the Vdjapeya 
(though it is auxiliary to the Paahu-aacrifice which is auxiliary to the 
Vdjapeya), —From all this it follows that the Soma is an independent 
^jacrifice. 



AdhikARANA (4): The Details of the ‘ Isti ’ are to he 
transferred to the ‘ Aindragna ’ and other sacrifices. 

SUTRA (11). 

At the ‘lijTis’, THE Procedure of the Daesha-PCrnamasa 

SHOULD BE ADOPTED. 

Bhd^ya. 

The ‘’-sacrifices are the subject-matter of this Adhikaranaf —those 
that are laid down in such texts as—‘ AindrdgnamekddaBhakapdlam nirvapU 
prajdkdmah' [‘ One desiring offspring should offer the Cake baked on eleven 
pans, dedicated to Indra-Agni^]. 

In regard to these, there arises the question—At these Istis which is the 
Procedure that should be adopted ?—may it be that of the Darsha-Purnamdaa 
or that of the Soma (optionally) ? or must it be that of the Darah^i-Purmi’ 
mdsa alone ? 

The Purvapakaa view is as follows—“ There is no restriction ; there is 
a Procedure laid down in connection with the Darsha-Pnrnamdaa sacrifices, 
and there is also one laid down in connection with the Soma^aacrifice ;—the 
latia in question stand in need of a Procedure;—it has been already 
explained that at each sacrifice there can be only one Procedure;—we do 
not find any grounds for differentiating between the Procedure of the 
Daraha-Purnamdsa and that of the Soma ;—hence it follows that there can 
be no restriction [and one or the other may be adopted optionally],” 

In answer to the above, we have the following Siddhdnta :— At the ‘ latia \ 
the Procedure of the Daraha-Purnamdaa should he adopted ; no reason has been 
adduced in the Sutra, as it is well-known.—“ What is that reason ? ”—The 
reason lies in the fact that in the injunction of the latia, there are factors 
that indicate the details of their original Archetype.—” What is that 
indicative?”—The indicative is in the form—(1) of the mention of the 
deity by means of the nominal affix, (2) of the presence of Baking Pans, and 
(3) of the presence of the root ^ nirvapatV, —all these being found in the 
injunction of the Aindragna Iati —‘(1) Aindrdgnam —(2) ekadaahakapdlam — 
(3) nirvapet*; in the injunction relating to the archetype {Daraha-Purna^ 
mdsa) also, we have the sentence * (1) Aindrdgno; (2) dvddashakapdlah*; 
and also (3) the root *nirvapati\ in the injunction— * Agnihotrahavanyd 
havlmsi niruapati\ —It has been explained above, under Su. 8. 1. 2, that the 
Procedure to be adopted is determined by the indicatives pointing to the 
original Archetype.—From all this it follows that the Procedure to be 
adopted at the latia should be that of the Daraha-Purnamdaa. —This is what 
has also been made clear by such declarations as ‘ At each Praydja one offers 
libations of the golden piece 



1328 


shabara-bhIi^ya : 


Even in the case of those letia where there are no indicatives pointing to 
the archetype, the same principle should apply,—in accordance with the 
maxim of * the grain in the Pot ’ [if one of the grains put in the pot for cooking 
is found to have become cooked and softened, all the rest are taken to 
be cooked; in the same manner, if one lati has been found to be such as must 
take in the Procedure of the Darsha-Pumamdaa, all the other Isfia should 
he taken to be the same]. 



Adhikaeaista (5): In connection with the ‘ Aghlaomiya- 
Pashu\ the Procedure of the * Darsha-Purnamdsa’ 
should he adopted. 

SUTRA (12). 

Also in connection with the ‘ Pashu ’ sacrifice ; as we find 
TEXTS indicative OF THAT CONCLUSION. 

Bhd^ya. 

In connection with the Agnlaomlya^Pashu [Animal sacrificed to Agni~ 
Soma'll —we proceed to consider the question—Is the Procedure to be 
adopted that of the Daraha-Purnamdsa ? or that of the Soma ? 

The Purvapaksa view is as in the foregoing Adhilcarana [that is, either may 
be adopted optionally]. 

In answer thereto, wo have the following Siddhdnta—Also in connect 
tion with the Pashu-sacrifice, because there are texts indicative of that conclu- 
tion : i.e. at the Pashu-sacrifice, the Procedure adopted should be that of the 
Darsha-Purnamdsa* —“ Why so ? ”— Because we find texts indicative of that 
conclusion — {a) * Ekddasha praydjdn ^kddasha anuydjdn ’ [‘ Eleven Praydjas^ 
eleven Anuydjas^]; —also . (6) * Srauvamdghdrya juhvd pashumanakti* 

[‘ Having poured the clarified Butter in the Sruva, one anoints the animal 
with the Juhu*].—[All these details are related to the Darsha-Purnamdsa]. 

Says the Opponent—“ You have pointed out indicative texts, whence 
do you deduce the possibility of the adoption of such a Procedure ? *’ 

That is deduced from the similarity in the injunctions. 

“ What is that similarity ? ” 

The similarity lies in the fact of both injunctions being directly clear 
and manifest.— 

“ What is the clearness there ? ” 

It lies in the clear mention of the Substance and the Deity— * Agni- 
somiyam pashum^ [‘The animal (substance) dedicated to Agni-Soma 
(deity)’]*:—similarly in connection with the Darsha-Purnarndsa, we read of 
‘ Aindram payah ’ [* Milk (Substance) dedicated to Indra ’ (Deity)], 

The injunction of the /iSoma-sacrifice on the other hand is not equally 
clear and manifest. [Hence the Procedure of this sacrifice cannot find place 
in the Pashu-sacrifice,] 



Adhik ARANA (6): At the ^ Savanlya^ and other ‘Animal- 
sacrifices \ the Details of the ‘ Agnlsomlya-Animal- 
sacrifice' are to he adopted. 

SUTRA (13). 

At the others (i.e. ‘Animal-sacrifices’), the Procedure 

ADOPTED SHOULD BE THAT OF THE ‘ AgNI^OMIYA \ 

Bhdsya. 

The Paahuhandha-aacrifices, —the ‘ Savaniya \ the ‘ Nirudha-Paahu \ the 
‘ Saumya ’ and the rest—form the subject-matter of this Adhikarana. 

In regard to these, the question is—Which is the Procedure to be 
adopted at these ?—That of the Daraha-Purnamdaa ? Or that of the 

* Dalkaa'^ It is the A -sacrifice that is called ‘ Dalkaa \ because of 

its being connected with Dlkad (Initiation). 

On this question, the Purvapakaa view is that—“ in accordance with 
the conclusion arrived at in the foregoing Adhikaranat the Procedure of 
the Daraha^PurvMmdaa should be adopted at the sacrifices in question.*’ 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta :— At the other 

* Animal-sacrificea*, the Procedure adopted should he that of the Agnlaomlya i 
that is, at the Savaniya and other Animal-sacrifices, the procedure adopted 
should be that of the Agrnisomii/a-sacrifice; because the injunction of 
^ alabhati' (killing) is common to all these, and also because of all these 
being equally enjoined as * Paahu'* (Animal-sacrifice). This is what is 
indicated by the text—‘ Vapayd prdtahaavane charantiy puroddsh^na mddhy- 
andine, ahgaiatrtiyasavane ^ [‘They deal with the omentum at the Morning 
Extraction, with the Cake at the Midday Extraction, and with limbs at the 
Third Extraction’]; this indicates the use of the Omentum, the Cake, and 
the Limbs, In some cases, there is a difference also indicated; as when 
it is said that ‘the Sacrificial Post is to bo of Udumhura wood’, the use of 
the post is indicated.—From all this it follows that the Agniaomlya is 
the original Archetype of all Animal-sacrifices. 



Adhikarana (7): At the ‘ Ekddashina-Animal-sctcrifice \ 
the Procedure to be adopted is that of the ^ Savanlya \ 

SUTRA (14). 

At the * Ekadashina ’ Animal-sacbifioes, the Procedure to be 

ADOPTED SHOULD BE THAT OF THE ‘ SaVANIYA * ; BECAUSE WE 
FIND THE MENTION OF ‘TWO ROPES’. 

Bhdsya, 

The subject-matter of this Adhikararta are the * Ekadashina' Animal- 
sacrifices, laid down in the texts beginning with—‘ Krsnashirpd dgneydh * 
[*The black-headed animals are dedicated to Agni'\ and ending with— 
* Anyesdhcha dgneyena vdpayatiy mithunam sdrasvatyd karoti, prajanayati 
saumyena *. 

In regard to these, there arises the question—Which is the Procedure to 
be adopted ? That of the Agnlsomiya ? Or that of the Savanlya ? 

The Purvapakaa view is that, “ in accordance with the conclusion 
arrived at in the foregoing Adhikarana^ it is the Procedure of the Agnl- 
somlya that should be adopted”. 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta : —At the * Ekddashina 
A nimal-sacrifices, the Procedure to he adopted should he that of the ‘ Sa'ixiniya ’; 
—the term * aautya ’ [in the Sutra) is taken as standing for the Savanlya, on 
the ground of the Savanlya animal being connected with the time of 
tJuice-Extraction, * Sutyd ’; and it is the Procedure of this * Savanlya * Animal- 
sacrifice that should bo adopted at the ‘ Ekddashina ’ sacrifices.—Why 
so ? ”— Because we find the mention of ‘ two ropes ’, in the following sentence— 
‘ Agnlsthd dve dve rashane dddya dvdhhydm rashandhhydm ekaikam yiipam 
parivyayati' [ ‘ The Agnlsthd takes up two pairs of ropes and each pair of 
ropes he ties round each Post’]. If the sacrifices had the Agnlsomiya 
for their archetype, then only one rope would have been used [as only one 
rope is used at the Agnlsomiya^. 

“ Why cannot this sentence (speaking of ‘ two ropes ’) itself be taken as 
an injunctiv^e text ? [and not as a mere reference to the two ropes laid 
down in connection with the Savanlya'\ ? ” 

If the sentence were taken as an injunction, what it would enjoin would 
be that the Agnisthd is to take up the two ropes; if then the duality of the 
rope were also taken as enjoined, then there would be a syntactical split; 
hence the number ‘ two ’ in connection with the ropes taken up has been 
taken as only a reference. 

‘‘An indicative has boon pointed out by you; in what manner do you 
get at the requisite injunction ? ” 

Answer —Both (the Savanlya and the Agnlsomiya) being equally ‘ animal- 
sacrifices’, [and as such acts enjoined as to be performed], the connection 
with the time oi juice-extraction (‘ Sutyd') is an indicative as to which one of 
the two is to be adopted; it is thus that the requisite injunction is got at. 
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Adhikabaija (8): At the ‘ Animal Clroup^sacrificesthe 
Procedure to he adopted is that of the ‘ Ekadashina 

StJTRA (15). 

The Prooedurb of the said [Bkadashiii^a] sacrifices should be 

ADOPTED AT THE [AnIMAL] ‘ GROUP-SACRIFICES ’ ; BECAUSE IN 
CONNECTION WITH EACH AnIMAL WB FIND A ‘ SACRIFICIAL 
Post’ mentioned. 

Bhd^ya, 

The ‘ Animal Group-sacrifices * form the subject-matter of this AdhU 
karana. They are laid down in such texts as—‘ In the spring, one should 
sacrifice three bulls with a mark on the forehead —* One desiring food, 
should sacrifice a white goat dedicated to Mitra, a black goat to Varuna, 
at the junction of waters and of herbs*. 

In regard to this the following question is to be considered—Which is the 
Procedure to be adopted at these ?—that of the Agnlsomtya ? Or that of the 
Ekddaahinaa ? 

The Purvapakaa view is that—“ on account of reasons already adduced, 
it is the Procedure of the Agnlsomlya that should be adopted”. 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta :—The Procedure of the 
said sacrifices should he adopted at the group-sacrifices ; that is, at the ‘Animal 
Group-sacrifices, the Procedure to be adopted should be that of the 
jS/Mda^^ina-sacrifices.—“ Why so ? ”— Because in connection with each 
animal, we find a * Sacrificial Post' mentioned, —in the following text—* Yat 
triau yupesu dlahheta vahirdhdsmdt indriyam vlryam dadhydt, hhrdtrvyamasya 
janayidekayupa dlahheta ’ [ ‘ If one kills the animals at the three Posts, it 
puts outside him, the virility of his organs, and creates an enemy for him, 
therefore one should kill the animal at a single Post ’ ] ;—here, in reference 
to the Sau4,rdman% sacrifice, three Posts are prohibited and only one is 
enjoined; and such a prohibition would be justifiable only if the Procedure 
of the Ekddashina were admissible at the Sautrdmanl ; as it is only at the 
Ekddaahina that there is a Post with each of the animals. In case the 
Sautrdmanl had the Agnlpomlya for its archetype (and obtained its 
procedure from that), there would be only one Post [there being only one at 
the Agnlaomlya']; and hence in that case there would be no sense in the 
prohibiting of three Posts.—From all this it follows that the Procedure to 
be adopted at the Animal Group-sacrifices should be that of the Ekddashina, 



Adhikarana (9 )At the ^ Undefined Sacrifices the 
Procedure to he adopted should he that of the 
‘ Soma ’ sacrifice. 

SCTRA (16). 

At the ‘ Undefined sacrifices the Procedure of the Soma- 
sacrifice SHOULD BE adopted. 

Bhdsya. 

There is the text * Ahhijitd yajeta^ [‘One should perform the Ahhijit 
sacrifice’],—also others [laying down the Viahvajit and similar sacrifices; 
which are called ‘ undefined *, because in connection with these neither the 
Svhatance nor the Deity is laid down]. 

The Question is—Which is the Procedure to be^ adopted at these 
sacrifices ?—that of the *Sowa-sacrifice ? Or that of the Daraha^Purrmmdaa ? 

The Purvapakaa view is that—“ As there are no grounds for discrimina¬ 
tion, there should be no restriction.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta :— At the ‘ undefined 
sacrifices, the Procedure of the Soma-sacrifice should he adopted. —“What is 
the meaning of ‘undefined’ ?”—It connotes the absence of substance and 
deity; it is through the substance and the Deity that a sacrifice becomes 
defined ; and the injunctions of the sacrifices in question do not mention 
the substance or the Deify; —e.g. * Abhijitd yajeta* (where neither the 
substance nor the deity is mentioned). At all these ‘undefined’ sacrifices, 
the Procedure of the Soma-sacrifice should be adopted.—“Why so?”— 
Because of their being similar, in being ‘undefined’; the injunction of the 
Soma-sacrifice also is ‘undefined’,— * Jyotistomena yajeta' (where neither 
the substance nor the deity is mentioned).—“ But in regard to the Soma- 
sacrifice, there is the other injunction—‘ Somena yajeta ’ [‘ One should 
sacrifice with Soma ’], which is well-dc^ncd [as the substance is mentioned].”— 
Even so, as the deity is not mentioned, it remains ‘undefined’. 

Similarly, there is another ‘ undefined * injunction—‘ Dundshbna yajUa ’ 
[where also no substance or deity is mentioned]; and in regard to this the 
following text indicates the presence of the Dxksarfiyd and the other 
auxiliaries of the Soma-sacrifice .—‘At the Diksaniyd, the sacrificial fee 
consists of 12 measures of gold, and at the Prdyanlyd, 21 measures*. 

From all this it follows that at the ‘ undefined ’ sacrifices, the Procedure 
to be adopted should be that of the Soma-sacrifice. 



ADHiKARAijrA (10): At the * Ahargana^ sacrifices, the 
Procedure to be adopted is that of the 
‘ Dvddashdha ’ sacrifice. 

SUTRA (17). 

At the * Gana-saorifioes[the Procedure to be adopted 
SHOULD be] that OF THE ‘ DvADASHAHA. 

Bhdsya. 

The subject-matter of this AdhikaraTia are the * Altrargana^sacrifices *— 
beginning with the ‘ Dvirdtra * down to the Shatardtra. 

In regard to these there arises the question—Which is the Procedure 
to be adopted ?—That of the Jyotistoma ? or that of the Dvddashdha ? 

The Purvapaksa view is that —** in accordance with the conclusion 
arrived at in the preceding Adhikarana, the Procedure to be adopted should 
bo that of the Soma (Jyotistoma) sacrifice”. 

In answer to this, there is the following Siddhdnta :— At the * Ahargarba ' 
sacrifices the Procedure adopted should be that of the Dvddashdha, —“Why 
so?”—Because of the similarity of the Injunctions; (a) * Dvddashdhena 
yajeta* (the Injunction of the Dvddashdha)^ and (6) " Dvirdtrena yajeta' (the 
Injunction of Dvirdtra, the first Ahargana sacrifice) are alike; then the term 
‘ ahan ’ (contained in the name ‘ Dvddashdha') is denotative of the * day and 
night *,—and so also is the term ‘ rdtri ’ (contained in the name ‘ Dvirdtra ’).— 
This is the verbal indicative. For material indicative, there is the character 
of" gana' (group) (which is common to both Dvddashdim and Dvirdtra)', it 
is only a group that can help another groijtp with the characteristic features 
of the group; no such help can be rendered by the * Skdha' (which is a 
single day’s affair). The text—‘Cuts off the fur from two animals and 
flesh from the two’, and so on—indicates the presence of the ‘Twelve 
Upasats', which are peculiar to the Dvddashdha, at the Gavdmagar^a [which 
is an ‘ Ahargana' sacrifice]. 

From all this it follows that the Dvddashdha is the Archetype of the 
‘ Ahargana ’ sacrifices. 



Adhikabana (11): At the ‘ 8amvatsara-8atras\ the 
Procedure of the ‘ Oavdmayana ’ should he adopted. 

SOTRA (18). 

The Procedure of the ‘ Gavamayana ’ should be adopted at 
ALL ‘ SaMVATSABA-SAOBIFICES 

Bhdsya. 

The subject-matter of this Adhikarana are the * Samvatsara-Satras \ 

* Aditydndmayana ’ and the rest. 

In regard to these, the question to be considered is—Which is the 
Procedure to be adopted at these ?—that of the Dvddaahdha ? or that of 
the Gavamayana ? 

The Purvapaksa view is that—“ in siccordance with the conclusion 
arrived at in the preceding Adhikarana, the Procedure of the Dvddashdha 
should be adopted 

In answer to this, the Siddhdnta is as follows:— The Procedure of the 
Gavamayana should he adopted at all the Samvatsara-sacrifices. The term 

* (javyam ’ in the Sutra, we take as standing for the Gavamayana, because of 
the connection with the term * go \ in the sentence ‘ Gdvo vd etat satramdsata * 
[‘The cows set at this Satra {Gavamayana)'']; it is the Procedure of this 
Gavamayana that should be adopted at the Samvatsara-Satras. —“Why 
so?”— (a) Because of the * Sarhvataara' (year) being the common factor.— 
(6) Further, the text ‘The wives sing’ indicates the presence, at the 
Samvatsara-Satras, of the details of the ^ Mahdvrata'; and (c) the text ‘ The 
Priests sing’ indicates the presence of those details at the Sahasrasamvat- 
aara-Satra. 



Adhikarana (12): Among the * Nikdyins’ {Serial 
Sacrifices) the Details of the preceding members 
are adopted in the swccceding ones. 

StiTKA (19). 

Among ‘ Serial Sacbifioes ’ the procedure of the first should 

BE ADOPTED AT THE SUCCEEDING ONES. 

Bhdsya. 

* Nikdya ’ stands for that grouping of several factors wherein they 
appear in a serial order, one after the other; those that fall under such 
grouping are called ^ Nikdyin\ ‘serial*. As examples of such Serial 
Sacrifices, we have the ‘ Sdhaaraa ’ and the ‘ Sddyaakraa ’; among these, in 
connection with the first one, certain details have been laid down, while 
the succeeding ones have no details laid down regarding them. 

In regard to these latter, then, there arises the question—Which is the 
Procedure to be adopted ? That of the Jyotiatoma ? Or that of the first 
of the serial group ? 

The Purvapakaa view is that—“ as the injunction of these is undefined^ 
it is the Procedure of the Jyotiatoma that should be adopted (according to 
Su. 16) 

In answer to this there is the following Siddhdnta:—Amcmg ‘ serial 
aacrificea' the procedure of the first should he adopted at the succeeding ones ,— 
Why ?—Because the character of being members of the aeries is common to 
them; for instance, the number ‘ thousand ’ is common to all of the 
‘ Sdhaara * series, and the character of ‘ Sddyaakra * is common to all of 
the * Sddyaakra' series; and so on, in the case of other ‘serials' also.—In 
connection with the first of the ‘ Sdhaara ’ series, having prescribed the 
sacrificial fee of ‘a thousand* the text goes on to apply the same to the 
succeeding members of the series—‘ While the latter cow of the Sdhaara 
becomes ready, he goes from this world to the other world*.—Similarly, 
in connection with the first of the ‘ Sddyaakra' series, having laid 
down ‘the entire, three-year old calf with which Soma is bought, etc.’, 
the text goes on to indicate the same as applying to the succeeding 
members of the series—‘ The female cow with which Soma is bought, etc.’— 
From all this it follows that the details of the first find room in the 
succeeding members of the series. 



Adhikarana (13) : There is no transference of the 
^ fruit ’ and other such details. 

SUTRA (20). 

There can be no transference of (a) the Fruit, (6) the 
Obligation, (c) the Agent, and {d) the Grouping ; because 
THERE IS no transference OF THE ACT (OF SACRIFICE) 
ITSELF AND THE SAID DETAILS ARE RELATED TO THAT. 


(a) The Fruit, (5) the Obligation, (c) the Agent, and (d) the Group form 
the subject-matter of the present Adhikarana: [In the case of Darsha- 
Purnamdsd] — (a) the Fruit —is in the shape of Heaven; — (h) the Obligation 
—is that it should be performed regularly throughout life; (c) the Agent 
—is the Person desiring Heaven; (d) the Grouping —is in the shape of the 
two sets of sacrifices, which constitute the Darsha-Purnamdsa. 

In regard to these, there arises the question—Is there, or is there not, 
the transference of these (from the Darsha-PurnamOaa) to the Saurya and 
other octypes (of the Daraha-Purnamasa) ? 

The Purvapakaa view is that, “ in accordance with the principle 
enunciated in Sutra 8. 1. 11—viz.: ‘ the Procedure of the Daraha-Purnamdsa 
should be adopted at all Idtia\ —the details in question should be transferred 
to the Sauryaf etc.** 

In answer to this we have the following Siddhdnta :—There is to be 
no transference of (a) the Fruit, (6) the Obligation, (c) the Agent, and {d) the 
Group, —“ Why so ? ”— Because there is no transference of the act of sacrifice 
itself, and the Fruit and the rest are related to that. There is no trans¬ 
ference of the act of sacrifice itself ;—why ?—what are transferred are the 
details that fall within the scope of ‘Procedure’ (Injunction-Appendix), 
while the sacrifice does not fall within the scope of the ‘ Injunction-Appen¬ 
dix * ; in fact it falls within the scope of the ‘ Opening of the Injunction * ; 
and hence it is not transferred ; and when there is no transference of the 
Sacrifice, there can be no ‘ transference ’—or extended application—of 
the Fruit, the Obligation, the Agent, and the -^Why ?— Because these 

are related to that ; i.e. (a) as regards the Fruit, it is found to be mentioned 
in connection with the sacrifice enjoined in the text ‘ One should perform 
the Darsha-Purnamdsa sacrifice ’; hence it can be there only where the 
sacrifice is ;—at the Saurya and other sacrifices, the Darsha-Purnarridsa is 
not present; hence the Heaven also cannot be there.—(6) Similarly, the 
Obligation also is related to the sacrifice, being laid down in the text 
* Throughout life one should perform the Darsha^Punmnidsa sacrifice ’; how 
could such an obligation exist apart from the Darsha-Purnamdsa ?—(c) 
Similarly the Agent is related to the sacrifice, as spoken of in the text 
—‘ The person desiring Heaven should perform the Darsha-Purtmmdsa *; 
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how too can he exist apart from these two sacrifices ?— (d) Lastly, the Group¬ 
ing also—of Agrieya and other sacrifices that go to make up the Daraha- 
Purrjtamdaa, —can never be present at the Saurya, where these sacrifices 
themselves are not present ?—From all this it follows that there can be no 
transference of the Fruity etc. 

StJTRA (21). 

Also because what is transferred is that which subserves 
THE purposes OF THE SACRIFICE. 

Bhdsya. 

Further, there is transference of details, for the purposes of the 
sacrifice,—i.e. for the purpose of helping the performance;—and the Fruit 
and the other details in question do liot help the performance, (a) As 
regards the Fruit, —it helps (benefits) the man (the performer), as has been 
explained under Su. 3. 1. 6.— (h) The Obligation also is not a property of the 
performance; this is a property of the Man, as has been explained under 
Su. 2. 4. 2.—(c) The Agent, —the Person desiring Heaven,—does not subserve 
the purposes of the performance; in fact it is the performance that sub¬ 
serves the purposes of the Man desiring Heaven; because the person 
desiring Heaven is not enjoined for the performance, in the text ‘ Desiring 
Heaven one should perform a sacrifice*; it is the performance that is 
enjoined for the man desiring Heaven,—the meaning being that * the man 
desiring Heaven should perform a sacrifice *,—i.e. he should not do any¬ 
thing else.—(rf) Lastly, the Grouping does not serve the purposes of the 
Performance; it serves the purpose of the Fruit, as spoken of in the text— 
‘One desiring Heaven should perform the Daraha-Purnamdsa.^ —Thus then, 
inasmuch as these— Fruit, etc.—would not serve any purpose of the 
Performance, their transference to the Performance would be entirely 
useless. 

SUTRA (22). 

Also because there is no Vedic text. 

Bhdsya. 

Says the Opponent—“ If the Fruit and the rest are not to be transferred 
because they are related to the Daraha-Purnamdsa, then the Prayaja and 
the other details also should not be transferred, as these also are related 
to the Dar8ha-Pur7mmdsa'\ 

The answer to this is as follows;—Though the Prayaja and the rest have 
been enjoined in connection with the Daraha-Purnamdaa, yet they become 
transferred to the Saurya and other ectypes, by virtue of the ‘ Injunction- 
Appendix’ (i.e. as forming part of the Procedure, which is what is always 
transferred); the Fruit and the rest, on the other hand, are not transferred 
by virtue of the ‘ Injunction-Appendix ’ {Procedure). Under the circums¬ 
tances, these could be transferred only if there were a Vedic text directly 
declaring such transference ; as a matter of fact, howevef*, there is no such 
Vedic text; —hence, there ia no Vedic text, they are not transferred. 



Adhikarana ( 14): There is no ‘ transference ’ from the 
Archetypal Darsha-Purnamdsa^ to the ectypal ^ Saury a \ 
of the ‘Milking Vessel^ and other things which 
are used at the archetype for a special 
purpose. 

SUTRA (23). 

[PCbvapaksa]—“ In the case of soch accessories as are 

USED (AT THE ArCHETYPE) WITH A VIEW TO A PARTICULAR 
RESULT, THERE SHOULD BE ‘ TRANSFERENCE ’ ; 

BECAUSE THEY ARE RELATED 

Bhdsya, 

The subject-matter of this Adhikarana are those accessories that are 
used (at the Archetype) with a view to a particular result; for instance [in 
connection with the Daraha-Purnamdsa, we read Chamasena apah 
pranayati] — godohanena paahukdmasya ’ [* Fetches water in the cup ; in the 
milking veasel for one desiring cattle ’];—* In the case of one desiring a village ’ 
one should recite, as Pratipada, the Mantra^ Upaamal gdyatd narah, etc.* and 
so forth. 

In regard to these, the question to be considered is—Are these accessories 
that are used at the Archetype with a view to special results to find place in the 
ectypal sacrifices (like the Saurya) ? Or not ? 

On this question, we have the Purvapakaa set forth in the Sutra itself— 
“ In the case of such accessories as are used at the Archetype with a view to 
a particular result j there should he * transference \ because they are ^ related''^ 
i.o. the accessories in question should come in (to the ectypal sacrifice);— 
why ?— because they are reUUed ; that is to say, the milking vessel is ‘ related ’ 
to the fetch'ing of water [i.e. it is used for this purpose],—as spoken of in 
the sentence ‘Fetches water in the milking vessel ’; this ‘ Fetching of water ’ 
does find place in the ectype {Saurya) \ and when the main factor comes in, 
that which is related to that must also come in ; for instance, when the canvas 
is pulled up, the picture resting on that canvas also becomes pulled up.—Then 
again, as a matter of fact, the Cup (used for fetching water) does become 
‘transferred* (from the Darsha-Purnamdsa, to the Saurya); —so also is the 
‘ Post made of Khadira-wood,* which is to be used for one who desires 
strength (transferred from the archetype to the ectype);—in the same 
manner the ‘ milking vessel ’ also should be transferred; and when the 
‘ milking vessel ’ is transferred, the particular desired result also becomes 
transferred.—From all this, it follows that there should be transference of all 
those accessorifjs that are used with a view to special results.” 
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SOTRA (24). 

[Siddhanta]—In reality, thebe should be exclusion [of such 
accessories] ; as the functions are different. 

Bhdsya. 

There should he exclusion of such accessories as are used at the Arche¬ 
type with a view to a particular result; that is, these should not come in at 
the Ectypal Sacrifice.—Why ?—Because the functions are different ; that is, 
for instance, the function of the Milking Vessel is different from that of the 
Cup, —the Cup subserving the purposes of the sacrifice [as the fetching of 
the water in the Cup merely helps in the accomplishment of the Sacrificial 
performance, there is no other result following from it], while the milking 
vessel subserves the purposes of Man [as it is not needed for the accom¬ 
plishment of the sacrifice, it is used only for the purpose of securing 
a special result for the performer] ; this distinction has been clearly 
explained under Sutra 4. 1. 2.—Now why should any such thing come into 
the Ectype as does not subserve the purposes of that sacrifice ? Wherever 
it comes in, it does so merely for helping in the performance of the sacrifice. 

Similarly with the Pratipada [to be don© with the Mantra ‘ Updsmai 
gdyatd narah, etc.’ for one who desires to acquire a village.] 

From all this we conclude that there should be no transference of such 
accessories as are used at the Archetype with a view to special results. 

It has been argued by the Purvapaksin that—“in the case of the 
injunction that ‘ for on© desiring strength, the Sacrificial Post should be 
made of Khadira-woodf there is transference (from the Archetype to the 
Ectype), and in the same manner there should be transference in the 
case in question also —Our answer to this is as follows:— 

SUTRA (25). 

In reality [in the case of the Khadira-Post], there should 

BE TRANSFERENCE BECAUSE THERE IS NO CHANGE IN THE 
character, and THE ACCESSORY CONCERNED IS ONE 
THAT SUBSERVES THE PURPOSES OF THE 
SACRIFICE. 

Bhdsya, 

In cases like that of the * Khadira-Post\ there should be transference; 
—why so ?— because there is no change in the character ; that is, in the 
Khadira-Post, there is no change in the character of subserving the purposes 
of the sacrifice; in fact the said Post also subserves the purposes of the 
sacrifice; as has been explained under Sutra 4. 3. 5;—and when it sub¬ 
serves the purposes of the sacrifice, it should naturally be transferred,— 
like the Paldsha-wood ; and when the Post is transferred, the corresponding 
* desire for the particular result ’ also becomes transferred; this desire is 
fulfilled by means of the Khadira-Post; and the Post is actually mad© of 
Khadira-wood; hence it would naturally fulfil that desire. 



Adhikaraija (15): At the ^ Saury a \ there should he 
option between the two ‘ Ahhimarshana {Touching) 

—Mantras \ 

StJTRA (26). 

At one SACKIFICE, THERE SHOULD BE OPTION ; BECAUSE, THE 
Injunction being one, there can be no 

DIFFERENTIATION. 

Bhdsya, 

There is the text—‘ Sauryam charum nirvapti hrahmavarchasakdinah ’ 
[* One desiring Brahmic glory, should offer Cooked Rice dedicated to 
Surya’].—At the Archetype of this Saurya, —i.e. at the Darsha-Purnamdsa,. 
—there are two ‘Touchings’, laid down in the following text—‘At the 
Purnanuisa sacrifice, one should do the Touching with the Chaturhotr-mantra 
(i.e. the Mantra beginning with * Pfthivl hold''); and at the Amdvdsyd 
sacrifice, one should do the Touching with the Pahchahotr-mantra (i.e. the 
Mantra beginning with * Agnirhotd^)\ —Under the general law these two 
Touchings of the Archetypal Darsha-Purnamdsa become admissible to the 
ectypal Saurya, 

There then arises the question—which one of the two mantras (Pancha- 
hotr or Chaturhotr) is to be used in connection with the Touching done 
at the Saurya ? Is it that when the Saurya is performed on the Paurna- 
mdal day, the Touching should be done with the Chaturhotr-mantray — 
and when it is performed on the Amdvdsyd day, it should be done with the 
Pahchahotr-mantra ? Or is there to be option in both cases—one might use 
the Paiichahotr or the Chaturhotr ? 

The Purvapaksa view is that—“ there must be restriction (not Option );— 
why ?—because by so doing the General Law becomes followed; at the 
Archetype, restriction has been made (that at the Paurnamdsa, one should 
use the Chaturhotr-mantra only, and at the Darsha, the Paiichahotr-mantra 
only); and the General Law makes the same restriction applicable to the 
case of the Ectypal Saurya 

In answer to this we have the following Siddhdnta :—At one sacrifice —i.e. 
at the Sauryay—there should he Option. —Why ?— Because, the Injunction being 
one, there can be no differentiation; as a matter of fact, there is a single 
Injunction, in the form ‘ Desiring Brahmic Glory, one should offer Cooked 
Rice dedicated to Surya'; and hence there can be no differentiation; i.e. 
both the Touchings are admissible at it;—inasmuch as both serve the same 
purpose; both together could not be admitted;—hence there must be 
Option. 

As for the argument that “there is restriction at the Archetype”,— 
our answer is that that restriction is based, not upon Time, but upon the 
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Group ; [i.e. the Chaturhotr-ynatUra is used at the Purnamasa sacrifice, not 
because it is performed on the Full Moon day, but because that Mantra is 
connected with that Group of sacrifices which go by the name of * Purna^ 
mdsa; similarly with the Panchahotr-mantra at the Dar8hd\, —At the Saury a- 
sacrifice, however, these two groups are not there. 

“If that is so, then the Touching itself need not be done at the Saurya, 
on the ground that the two groups (with which the Touchings are 
connected) are not there at the Saurya*' 

Our answer to this is as follows:—The Touching would not be 
admissible at the Saurya if it had been laid down as pertaining to the two 
Groups ; as a matter of fact, however, the Touching is not to be done to the 
Groups ; it has to be done to the component parts of the groups, and is 
attributed to the groups only figuratively;—the Saurya also is a 
modification of one of those component parts; and hence the General Law 
makes the Touching admissible at the Saurya also. 



Adhikarana (16): At the ‘ Saurya^ sacrifice the Details 
of the ‘ Agneya ’ are to be transferred. 

SUTRA (27). 

[PtJRVAPAK§A]—''T here should be Option; because the 
INDICATIVE IS common”. 

Bhdsya. 

It has been explained under Su. 8. 1. 11, that the Procedure to be 
adopted at the Saurya is that of the Daraha-Purnamdsa ; but the Darsha- 
Purnamdsa sacrifice consists of several component acts, like the Agneya 
and the rest. 

The question that arises is—Is the Procedure to be adopted at the 
Saurya to be that of any one of the many acts that go to make up the 
Daraha-Purnamdsa ? Or should it be that of one particular act, the Agneya 
only ? 

The Purvapakaa view on this question is as follows :—“ There should he 
option ;—why ?— because the indicative is common. That the Procedure of 
the Darsha-Purnamdsa is to be adopted at the Saurya has been taken to be 
indicated by the sentence ‘ At each Praydja, one should offer a gold-piece ’; 
and this indicative is applicable to the Procedure of all the acts (that go to 
make up the Darsha-Purnamdsa) ;—and as it would be impossible to 
adopt the Procedure of all those acts, there must be option.” 


SUTRA (28). 

[SlDUHANTAj—I t should BE RESTRICTED (TO THAT OF ONE ACT) : 

ON THE GROUND OF THERE BEING A SINGLE THING (DeITY) ; 

SPECIALLY BECAUSE IT IS AN ECTYPE AND IS DEPENDENT 
UPON WHAT HAS GONE BEFORE. 

Bhd§ya, 

The Procedure to bo adopted should be restricted to that of the 
Agneya,—** Why ? ”—Because there is a single thing ; i.e. because there is a 
single deity ; just as there is only one deity at the Agneya^ so there is only 
one deity at the Saurya ; and this affinity is taken as indicative of the fact 
that it is the Procedure of tho Agneya^ and the Agneya only, that is to be 
adopted at the Saurya ;—specially because it is dependent upon what has 
gone before ; as a matter of fact, the Saurya is preceded by something else 
(its archetype, Darsha-PurnarrMsa)^ and as such it stands in need of the 
Procedure laid down in connection with that predecessor; being as it is 
an Ectypei the Saurya is an Ectypal modification, and all Ectypal modi¬ 
fications are dependent upon what has gone before, as their own injunctions 
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(by themselves) cure incomplete; it is for this reason that in their case 
the Procedure to be adopted is determined by indicatives; as has been 
explained before;—in the case in question, there is the indicative in the 
shape of the said affinity of there being a single deity ;—hence it follows that 
it is the Procedure of the Agneya that is to be adopted at the Saury a. 


SUTRA (29). 

[ObjeciioTi ]— “As there is no direct assertion, it cannot be so 
—if this is urged [then the answer is as given in 
the next Sutra^. 

Bhdsya, 

Says the Opponent —** What has been suggested would be all right if 
the singleness (of the deity) were directly asserted; as a matter of fact, 
however, it has not been directly asserted.—How so ?—The deity in both 
cases has been pointed out by means of the nominal affix—in the terms 
‘ Saurya * and * Agniya ’; and it is not known (from the text) whether the 
term * Saurya ’ means ‘ that which has one Surya for its deity or ‘ that which 
has two or several SHryas for its deity ’; similarly in the case of the term 
^ Agneya ’ also 

SOTRA (30). 

[Ansiver] —There is [a definite indication of ‘ singleness ’]; 

AS THERE IS AN INDICATIVE TEXT. 

Bhdsya, 

We do have a definite indication of singleness, —“ How so ? ”— As there 
is an indicative text\ there is a text indicating the singleness.—“Which is 
it ? ”—Towards the end of the passage (dealing with the Saurya sacrifice), 
we have this text—‘ Amum eva ddityam svena bhdgadheyefia upadhdvati sa 
evainam hrahmavarchasam gamayatV \* This same Aditya he approaches 
with his destiny, it is he who leads him to Brahmic Glory *]—[Here only 
one Aditya or Surya is mentioned],—In connection with the Agniya also, 

there is the following text— * Angiraso vd ita uttamdh . dgnimeva 

svabhdgadh^yena samardhayati* [where also only one Agni is mentioned]. 


SOTRA (31). 

Similarly we find other indicatives also. 

Bhd^ya. 

We find singleness directly asserted in the Anuvdkyd^mantra \ e.g. in 
connection with the Agneya, there is the mantra ‘ Agnirmurdkd divah, etc.’ 
(where * Agnih* is in the singular);—and in connection with the Saurya^ 
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there is the mantra * Udutyam jdtavldaaam' [where ^ jdtavlda8am\ which 
stands for the Sdrya, is in the singular]. 

Objection —The pointing out of these two indicative texts is a super¬ 
fluous repetition (after Sutra 30).” 

Answer —It is not a superfluous repetition; one is found in the Injunc¬ 
tion and the other in the Mantra i that which is found in the Injunction 
is what makes the thing concerned directly admissible; and that which 
is found in the Mantra is only indirectly indicative of what has been already 
admitted. 



Adhikarana (17): In cases of conflict between the indica-^ 
tions of ^offering material^ and ^ deity \ the 
transference of details is governed by the 
affinity of ^ material \ 

SUTRA (32). 

When there is conflict, the Procedure should be determined 

BY THE ‘ offering MATERIAL AS THE ACTUAL ACT IS FOUND 
TO BEAR UPON THE MATERIAL. 

Bhdsya, 

(a) There is the text —* Aindram ekddashakapdlam nirvapet* [* One 
should offer the cake baked on eleven pans, dedicated to Indra ’].— 
Similarly there is the text ‘ Agneyam pay ah * [‘ The milk dedicated to 
AgnV^, 

In regard to these there arises the question— (a) which is the Procedure 
to bo adopted at the Cake-offering laid down in (a) ?—Is it that of the 
Curd-Butter-offeringt on the ground that this latter also (like the Cake- 
offering in question) has the same deity, Indra, —the affinity of deity being 
the stronger indicative ?—Or is it that of the grain-offering, on acciount 
of the affinity between the materials offered (Grains and Cake, which 
latter is also made of grains),—the affinity of substance being the stronger 
indicative ?—Similarly which is the procedure to be adopted at the Milk- 
offering laid down in (6) ? Is it that of the grain-offering, which (like the 
Milk-offering in question) has the same deity, Agni, —the affinity of deity 
being the stronger indicative ? Or is it that of the Curd-Butter-offering 
on the groimd of the affinity between the materials offered (Milk and 
Curd-Butter), —the affinity of material being the stronger indicative ? 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows:—“The affinity of 
deity is the stronger indicative.—^Why ?—Because it is the principal factor; 
as a matter of fact, the deity is always noted to be the principal factor— 
being expressed by such terms as * aindram\ * agneyam' and the like [as the 
Being for whose benefit the offering is made]; the material, on the other 
hand, is always noted to be the subordinate factor (something offered for the 
benefit of another);—consequently, when there is a conflict between these 
two (Deity and material), the most reasonable course is to follow the indica¬ 
tion of the principal factor; because the functioning of the Principal factor 
cannot be obstructed by anything, while the functioning of the subordinate 
factor would be obstructed by the Principal factor itself.—From all this 
it follows that the affinity of the Deity is the stronger indicative,” 

In answer to the above, we have the following Siddhdnta : — When there is 
conflict, the Procedure should he determined^ by the offering-material that is, 
in a case where there is a conflict between the indications of the Deity 
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and of the materiaU the Procedure to be adopted should be determined 
by the indications of the material, —“ Why so ? **—Because the actual act 
is found to hear upon the material \ that is, the act (of sacrifice) consists 
in the offering (surrendering) of the material to the Deity; and this act is 
found—seen—to bear upon tYie niaterial (offered); that is to say, it is 
the material that is actually seen to be given away.—“What if it is so ? ”— 
If it is so, then it means that the material is more nearly related to the act 
(of offering),—and it is the closeness of relationship which acts as the 
indicative.—“The Deity also is related to the sacrifice^ inasmuch as there 
can be no sacrifice without the deity.”—Our answer to this is that it 
is true that the Deity is related to the sacrifice; but it is related only as a 
remote (indirect) auxiliary,—it is not what is itself offered ; to this extent, it 
is an extraneous auxiliary.—From all this it follows that the affinity of 
material is the stronger indicative. 

SUTRA (33). 

Also because it is with that that the act is connected. 

Bhdsya. 

As a matter of fact, the act (of offering) is enjoined in connection with 
the material ; for instance, in the denotation of such terms as ‘ aindram ’ 
[‘ that which has Indra for its deity *] and * dgneyam ’ [* that which has Agni 
for its deity’], it is the material that is the principal factor.—“What if it 
is so?”—If it is so, then it means that it is the material that is upper¬ 
most in the mind, and as such serves as the indicative. For instance, 
it is only when the smoke has been recognised as existing—and not merely 
by its existence —that it serves as the indicative of fire. 

Says the Opponent—“ As a matter of fact, the terms * aindram ’ and 
"dgneyam^ denote the Deity also [hence the deity also is there in the 
mind].” 

In answer to this we have the following Sutra :— 

SUTRA (34). 

The Deity is spoken of as a qualifying factor. 

Bhdsya, 

As a matter of fact, the Deity is mentioned only as a qualifying factor; 
and it is the material that is mentioned as the factor qualified; —what 
persists and is uppermost in the mind is the qualified factor ; the qualifying 
factor ceases after having qualified the other factor.—“ How do you know 
that this is so ? ”—We learn it from the fact that it appears in connection 
with a qualified factor. For instance, when it is said—‘ rdjapurusah pujyah * 
[‘The King's officer should be honoured’], it is the *Puru8a', the Officer, 
that is honoured, not the ‘ rdjd King (who is the qualified factor in the 
41 
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compound); similarly in the case in question, when the words used are 
* a indram payah^ (‘the milk dedicated to Jndra^), it is the 7naterial (the 
milk) that comes to the mind, not the Deity (Indra) ; and it has already been 
explained that that alone can serve as an Indicative which comes to the 
mind.—Hence it follows that the affinity of the material is the stronger 
indicative ; so that the Procedure adopted at the Cake-offering to Indra should 
be that of the Agneya ; and that adopted at the Milk-offering to Agni should 
be that of the Curd-Butter-offering. 


Another explanation of the Sutra (34) is as follows:—The Sutra is to be 
taken as following after the following argument (of the Opponent)—“ It has 
been declared that the affinity of material is the stronger indicative; but this 
cannot be right;—why ?—because the whole effort involved in the 
performance of sacrifices is for the purpose of propitiating the Deity, as 
when the Deity is pleased, He rewards the performer with the fruit of his 
act; we read in the text that ‘Indra, being propitiated, rewards him with 
cattle’; and when once an act has been recognised as the means of 
propitiating Indra, —whenever at any future time, one finds it necessary to 
propitiate Indra, one has recourse to that same act. From this it is clear 
that the affinity of the Deity is the stronger indicative.”—The answer to 
this is as follows:—It would have been so if the result had come from the 
Deity; as a matter of fact however, it is from the sacrifice that the result 
follows; this is clear from such texts as ‘Desiring Heaven, one should 
perform the sacrifice’,—As for the assertion that ‘Indra, being propitiated, 
rewards him with cattle’, the explanation of this is that— 

The Deity is spoken of as a qualifying factor (Su. 34). 

That is, as a matter of fact, the Deity is an auxiliary to the sacrifice; and it 
is only by way of eulogy that he is spoken of as the ‘rewarder’; just as 
we find in the case of such assertions as ‘ The village has been given to me 
by the Minister’, ‘The village has been given to me by the Army-com¬ 
mander ’; neither the Minister nor the Army-commander has the authority 
to give away a village; the King alone has that authority; and yet the 
officer, who is only subordinate to the King, is spoken of as the giver, by way 
of eulogy.—Hence the conclusion is that for reasons already adduced, the» 
affinity of material is the stronger indicative. 



Adhikarana (18): The ^offering of one Hundred 
Gold-pieces^ should take in the Details of the 
‘ Orain-ojfering 

SUTRA (35). 

[POrvapakha— continued] — “ The Gold should take in the 

DETAILS OF THE CLARIFIED BUTTKR ; AS BOTH ARE OF 
THE NATURE OF ‘ TEJAS ’ (‘ ESSENCE’). 

Bhdsya, 

There is the text—‘ Prdjapatyan ghrte charum nirvapet—shatakrsnalam 
(lyuhk(lmah\ [* One should offer Rice Cooked with Clarified Butter, 
dedicated to Prajdpati\ one desiring longevity should offer a hundred 
gold-pieces ’], 

[In regard to this, the question is—-At the offering of the gold-piecest 
should the details adopted bo those pertaining to the offering of Clarified 
Butter ? Or those pertaining to the offering of grains ?] 

The Purvapaksa view is as follows :— The gold should take in the details 
of the Clarified Butter; that is, the Procedure adopted (at the offering of the 
gold-pieces) should be that of the Updmshuycija. —Why so ?—Because of the 
commonalty of ‘ Essence ’ ; i.e. both (Gold and Clarified Butter) have the 
common character of being of the nature of * Essence ’; that is, Gold is the 
‘essence’ of stones, and Ciarified Butter is the ‘essence’ of cows. Or, the 
moaning may be that Gold, being brilliant in colour, is bright; and Clarified 
Butter also, being oily, is bright.—On the ground of this similarity, the 
offering of the Golden Piece should take in the details of the UpdmshuydjaJ*' 


SUTRA (36). 

[POrvapaksa— concluded] —“ Also because many of the details 

CAN BE adopted 

Bhdsya, 

“ There are several details relating to the Clarified Butter that can be 
adopted in connection with the Gold-pieoe$i such, for instance, as ‘ Looking 
at * and the like; as for the details relating to grains on the other hand, 
there are many that would have to be omitted (in connection with Gold- 
pieces); such for instance as the ‘ Threshing ’ and the like.—From this also 
it follows that the details to be adopted at the offering of Gold-pieces should 
be those relating to Clarified Butter.” 
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SUTRA (37). 

[Siddhanta]— In reality, it is the Procedure of the grain¬ 
offering (that should be adopted), because of solidity. 

Bhd§ya. 

In reality, the Procedure to be adopted at the offering of gold-piecea 
should be that relating to the offering of grains ;—why ?— because of 
solidity; that is, gold is solid, and grain also is solid.—“Between the two 
similarities [ (1) that between Gold and Clarified Bidter, in the shape of 
being of the nature of ‘ Essence'*, and (2) that between gold and grain, in the 
shape of being solid'], what ground for differentiation is there [by virtue of 
which the ^tddhdntin prefers the (2)] ? ”—There is no ground for differentia¬ 
tion ; but, in support of * solidity ’ there are two reasons (as explained 
below); while in support of the ‘ nature of essence there is only one reason, 
that of the possibility of many details being observed. 

StriRA (38). 

Also because of the term ‘charu' (‘Cooked Rice^). 

Bhdsya, 

In the text—‘ Prdjdpatyam charum ’—we find the term ‘ cliarum ’ 
(‘cooked rice’); and this term * ckaru* connotes the grain; this is a very 
strong indicative of the Grain(—procedure being adopted). 

SUTRA (39). 

Further, because of the mention of ‘ cooking ’ in it. 

Bhdsya. 

We find that * Cooking* in it, —i.e. in Clarified Buttpr—is spoken of in 
the text * Ghrte shrapayati* [‘Cooks in Clarified Butter’].—“What if it is 
so ? ”—If it is so, then what follows is that, if (as according to the Siddhanta) 
the cooking comes in through the Procedure of the grain-offering, then this 
text (‘Cooks in Clarified Butter’) will enjoin Clarified Butter only; while if 
(as according to Purvapaksa) the Procedure adopted were that of the 
offering of Clarified Butter, then the said text would have to be taken as 
enjoining both, the Cooking as well as the Clarified Bitter; and tliis would 
involve a syntactical split. 


Of Sutra (39), there is another explanation allso— 

Says the Opponent—“ As a matter of fact, we find the Clarified Butter 
mentioned directly; hence the Procedure adopted should be that of the 
offering of Clarified Butter **,—In answer to this we have— 



1351 


ADHYAYA VIII^ pIDA I, ADHIK:ARA!NA (18). 

# 

Sutra (39)—BECAUSE OF THE MENTION OF * CoOKING ’ IN IT ; 
that is to say, the Cooking in connection with the Daraha^Purnamdm 
(which is the Archetype of grain-offerings) is found mentioned as to be 
done in Clarified Butter ; this is a similarity that the gold-offering bears to the 
grain-offering, in relation to an accessory detail (of the cooking in Clarified 
Butter) ; and there are the other two similarities in relation to the material — 
viz. (1) Solidity, and (2) the name ‘Cooked Rice*.—These similarities 
constitute very strong indicatives (in favour of the Procedure of the grain¬ 
offering being adopted). 



Adhikarana (19): In regard to the ^ Honey ^ and 
‘ Water \ the details to he adopted are those 
relating to the Clarified Butter connected 
with the Updmshuydja. 

SUTRA (40). 

[POrvapaksa]— In regard to Honey and Water, the 
Procedure adopted should be that of the Milk¬ 
offering : because of the similarity of 

‘ BEING LIQUID 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Chitrd sacrifice, wo read —* Dad hi madhu ghrtam 
dtidnd tidakam ta'tyiuldh, tatsamsratam prdjdpatyani hhavatV [‘Curd, Honey, 
Clarified Butter, Fried Grains, Water, Rice,—these together form the offering 
to Prajdpati"]. 

[In regard to this the question arises—In connection with the offering 
of Honey and Water, should the Procedure adopted be that of the Milk^ 
offering, or that of the offering of Clarified Butter ?] 

The Purvapaksa view is as follows:—“ In regard, to the Honey and Water, 
the Procedure adopted should he that of the Milk-offering —why ?— because of 
the similarity of * being liquid*', that is. Honey and Water are liquid and 
so also is Milk 

SOTRA (41). 

[Siddhanta]— In reality, the Procedure adop^ied should be 
that of the offering of Clarified Butter, because 
of the SIMILARITY OF COLOUR. 

Bhdsya, 

In reality, these two (Honey and Water)should follow Clarified Butter; 
that is, the Procedure adopted at the offering of Honey and Water 
should be that of the Updmshuydja, —Why so ?— Because of the similarity of 
colour'. Honey and Water are of the same colour as Clarified Butter. 

SUTRA (42). 

Also because the details can be adopted. 

Bhdsya, 

There are many details relating to Clarified Butter that can be adopted 
in connection with Honey and Water, such as ‘ Utpavana* (‘sprinkling’) 
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and the like; while there are details relating to the Milk-offering that 
cannot be adopted,—such as ‘ milking the cow ’ and the like. 

SUTRA (43). 

Further, because the previous (similarity) is equally 

APPLICABLE (to THIS CASE ALSO). 

Bhdsya. 

The reason that has been adduced previously (in Su. 40)—viz., the 
similarity of * being liquid'' —is equally applicable here also; as Clarified 
Butter also becomes liquefied by contact with fire.—Hence it follows that 
at the offering of Honey and Water, the Procedure adopted should be that 
of the Uparhshuyaja. 


End of Pad ft i of Adhydya VIII, 



ADHYAYA VIII. 


PADA II. 

Adhikarana (I): At the ^ Vdjina' and the ‘ SautramanV 
offerings^ the details to he adopted should he those 
pertaining to the ^ Darsha-Purnamdsa\ 

SUTRA (1). 

[PiTbvapakj^a— continued ]—“ At the offerings of the ‘ Vajina * 
(whey) and the ‘ SaUTRImANI THE PROCEDURE TO BE 
FOLLOWED SHOULD BE THAT OF THE ‘ SoMA-SACRIFICE ’ ; 
BECAUSE OF THE APPLICATION OF THAT TERM 


Bhdsya , 


(a) In connection with Chdturmdsya sacrifices, the ‘ Vdjina-offerings ’ 
have been laid down, in the text—‘The Vdjina (whey) is to be offered to 
the Vdjin8\ —(6) Similarly, in connection with the Sautrdmanl, there are 
certain offerings of wine, laid down in the text—‘ One should take up the 
cup dedicated to the Ashvinsy that dedicated to Sarasvafi, that dedicated 
to Indra \ 

In regard to these two, there arises the question—which is the 
Procedure to be adopted ?—that of the Soma-sacrifice ? Or that of the 
Darsha-Purna^ndsa ? 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is stated as follows:— ** At the 
offerings of the ‘ Vdjina ’ and the ‘ SautrdmaTiLl ’ the procedure to he followed 
should he that of the * Soma-sacrifice ’; that is, the Procedure of the Soma- 
sacrifice should be adopted.—Why so ?— Because of the application of that term; 
that is, because the term ‘ Soma' has been applied to the offerings in ques¬ 
tion. As a matter of fact, we find the term ‘ Soma * applied to the offerings in 
question, in the text— ' Somo^ai vdjinam\ ^ Surd somah^ [‘ Whey is Soma\ 
^Wine is Soma'], In reality, the Whey is not Soma; nor is Wine Soma; 
nor is there any resemblance between these two things and Soma ; and it is 
only on the basis of resemblance or similarity that the name of one thing 
can be applied to another. Hence what these texts do is to lay down the 
similarity (between Whey and Soma, and between Wine and Soma); and 
the only similarity that can be laid dowm is that due to the presence of the 
details of the Soma-sacrifice at the Whey-offering and at the Wine-offering; 
no other similarity is possible.—Thus this is a case of the ‘ transference ’ of 
details, not through Procedure, but through Name, as in the case of the 
Agnihotra at the Kundqpdyindmayana (see above under 7. 3. 1 et seq.)." 
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StJTRA (2). 

[PObvapaksa— continued ]—“ Also because of the 
‘ Anuva^atkara 

Bhasya. 

‘‘The presence of * anuvasatkdra* also indicates the details of the 
Soma-aacrifice ; the said presence being spoken of in the texts—‘ Vdjinaayd- 
(fne vlhltyanuvaaatkaroti \ * Surdyd vlhUyanuvaaatkaroti''* 


SUTRA (3). 

I PCrvapaksa— continued ]—“ Also because of the ‘ Eating ’ on 

INVITATION.” 

Bhasya , 

“ * Eating on invitation * is a detail that belongs to the Soma-sacrifice ; 
as it is in connection with that sacrifice that we read—‘ Sh^am samam vd 
vibhnjya aamiipahuya hhakaayantV [‘The Remnant they divide equally and 
eat after invitation’].” 


SUTRA (4). 

IPtTRVAPAKSA — concluded] —“The presence *of details as (a) 

‘ Krayana ’ (Buying), ( b ) ‘Shrayana^ (Preparing), (c) 

‘ PuRORUK (c?) ‘ GrAHANA ’ (HolDING) WITH ‘ UpAYAMA 
(e) ‘Asadana’ (Placing), (/) ‘Vasa’ (‘Living), 

AND ( g ) ‘Upanahana’ (Wearing)—also 
(indicates the same).” 

Bhasya, 

* 

The following text clearly shows the presence, at the Wine-offering^ of 
the ‘ Kray ana ’ (Buying) and other details pertaining to the Soma-sacrifice — 
‘ (a) With lead, buying a sexless animal, (6) he prepares the Aahvina-CMp with 
flour;—(c) there is one Puroruk and one Ydjyd\ (d) with the mantra 
Upaydmagrhitosi^ etc. he holds the Aahvina-cup\ (e) having held it, he 
places it; (/) for three nights they live together; {g) they wear linen 
clothes, etc. etc.’—If this passage were an independent injunction (and 
not a mere reference to the details pertaining to the Soma), then the 
sentences would have to be regarded as serving several purposes, as they 
would in that case be enjoining several such details as Lead, Buying, and 
so forth. ; 

“ From all this it follows that at both the offerings in question,—the 
* Whey'* and the ‘ Wine "*,—the procedure to be adopted should be that of 
the Soma-aacrifice.*^ 
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SHABAEA-BHA^YA : 


SUTRA (5). 

[Siddhanta]— In reality, the Procedure should be determined 

BY THE MATERIAL ; BECAUSE THEY ARE PRODUCTS OF IT. 

Bhdsya. 

In reality, by the affinity of the material, it would be determined 
that the Procedure to be adopted should be that of the Darsha-Purnamdsa .— 
Why so ?— Because they are products of it ; that is, the Wine and the Whey 
are products of the material offered at the Darsha-Purnamdsa; the Wine 
being the product of grains, and the Whey being the product of the Curd- 
Butter. 

SUTRA (6). 

The TERM ‘ Soma ’ has been applied by way of Praise. 

Bhdsya, 

The reason put forward by the Opponent (in Sutra 1) is “ because of the 
application of the term * Soma\^^ —Our answer to this is as follows:—The 
term * Soma ’ has been used in the text in question, for the purpose of 
praising, not for the purpose of enjoining ; as there is no injunctive word ; 
in fact, what the sentences ‘Whey is Soma \ ‘Wine is Soma \ mean is only 
the praise of the Whey and the Wine as similar to the Soma, on the ground 
of their bringing about excellent results; just as in the sentence * Devadatfa 
is a lion*, the man is praised as being like the lion.—Hence the present case 
cannot be treated as one of ‘ transference of details* through Names. 

SUTRA (7). 

The others are distinct assertions. 

Bhdsya, 

As regards the details of ‘ buying with lead ’ and the rest [that have 
been brought forward under Su. (3), above], they have been distinctly 
mentioned in the texts; and as they are not otherwise admissible, they 
have to be taken as enjoined by the sentences quoted.—As for this leading 
to the contingency of the sentences serving several purposes, that cannot 
be avoided; as the sentences do actually lay down certain acts with 
accessory details. 

iStJTRA (8). 

The declaration also (points to the same conclusion). 

Bhdsya, 

There is the text— * Shaspaireva dlksaniydm dpnoti, tokmabhih prdyanl- 
yam, simhalorriahhih dtUhydm^ [‘One accomplishes the Dikaaniyd by means 



ADHYAYA VIII, PADA II, ADHIKARANA (1). 


1367 


of grasses, the Prdyar^lyd by means of barley-blades, the Atithyd. by means 
of lion’s hairs ’]. If the offerings in question were only forms of the Senna 
sacrifice, then the Dxkaanlya and the rest would come into them directly 
(tlirough that same sacrifice, as the original Archetype); and if they were 
so directly admissible, then there woifld be no justification for speaking of 
their accomplishment by means of the ‘ grasses’ and other things. 


SUTRA (9). 

Further, we find texts indicative of the * Pashu-puro dasha ’ 
(cake of the Animal-sacrifices). 

Bhdsya . 

We find the ‘cups’ in question spoken of as * pashu-puroddsha ’(Cake 
of the Animal-sacrifices);—as a matter of fact, however, the -sacrifices 

have no Cakes, the only ‘ cakes ’ they have is in the shape of the Cups ;— 
but the Cups are Cups, not Cakes; they could therefore be rightly spoken 
of as ‘ Cakes only if they took in the details of the Cake-offering.—From 
this it follows that the Procedure to be adopted must be that pertaining to 
the Cake-offering (i.e. the Darsha-Purnamdsa). 



Adhikabana (2): The ^ J^ashu-qffering ' takes in* the 
details of the ^ Curd-Butter-offering \ 

SUTRA (10). 

{PObvapak^a— continued] —“ The ‘ Animal-offering ’ should be 

TREATED AS A MODIFIED FORM OF THE ‘ CaKE-OFFBRINQ *, 
BECAUSE OF THE DeITY BEING THE SAME. 

Bhd^ya, 

In connection with the Jyotistoma sacrifice^ there is the offering of the 
‘ Animal ’ dedicated to Agni-Soma. laid down in the text—‘ On being 
initiated, the man kills the animal dedicated to Agni-Soma\ 

In regard to this, there arises the question—Is the Animal-offering 
a modified form of the Cake-offering ? Or of the Curd-Butter-offering ? 

The Purvapakaa view is as follows:— ** The Animal-offering should he 
treated as a modified form of the Cake-offering ;—why ?— because of the Deity 
being the same-, i.e. the Ai^mal is dedicated to Agni-Somay and the Cake 
also is offered to the same Deity.” 


SUTRA (11). 

[POrvapaksa— continued ]—“ Also because there is besprinkling.’’ 

Bhdsya. 

The text * Adhhyastvausadhibhyo justam proksdmi' [which speaks of 
the ‘besprinkling’ of the Animal] shows that the ‘besprinkling’, which is a 
detail pertaining to the Cakeyfis done to the AnimaV' 


SUTRA (12). 


[PfjRVAPAK^A— concluded ] —“Lastly, because of the ‘Heating’.” 

Bhdsya, 

** * Heatincff is a detail that pertains to the Cake, and it is found, 
in the following text, to be spoken of in relation to the Animal—‘ Ahavanl- 
ydt ulmuk^na pashum paryagnikaroti' [‘With a burning stick out of the 
Ahavanlya Fire, he heats the Animal’],—From all this it follows that the 
Animal-offering is a modified form of the Cake-offering.” ' 
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StJTRA (13). 

[Siddhanta]— In reality, it should take after the Curd- 
Butter-offering, because this is produced out of that. 

Bhdsya. 

In reality, the Animal should take after the Curd-Butter, not after the 
Cake, —“ Why ? *’— Because this is produced out of that, —that is, it is 
out of the animal that the Curd-Butter is produced, as also the Animal ;— 
hence the two are closely related; and close-relationship is an indicative (of 
common details);—and it has already been explained above funder Su. 
8. 1. 17) that the affinity of material is a stronger indicativ(‘> than the 
affinity of deity, 

SUTRA (14). 

Also because its vessel is found mentioned. 

Bhdsya. 

* Its vessel'. —The Ukhd is the vessel that contains the C\ird-Butter ; 
and this Ukhd is found mentioned in connection with the Animal-offering, 
in the text—‘ Yadi pashurukhdydm pacheV [‘If one cooks the animal in the 
Ukhd- 2 ‘)oV\. 



Adhikabana (3) ; The details of the ‘ Milk-offering ’ are 
transferred to the ‘ Animal-offering \ 

SUTRA (16). 


[PtjRVAPAK.SAl —“ It should be kegarded as a modified form 
OF THE Curd : because the shape is similar to it.” 

Bhdst/a. 

[It has been decided that the * Animal ’ is a modified form of the 
‘ Curd-Butter’.—The question that arises now is—Is it a modified form 
of the Curd ? Or of the Milk ?] 

The Purvapaksa view is that—“ Even though the ‘ Animal-offering * is 
a modified form of the ‘ Curd-Butter-offering’,—yet it should be treated as 
a modified form of the Curd, not of the Milk .—Why so ?—Because the shape 
is similar to it*, the * shape’ meant here is solidity. 


SUTRA (10). 

[Siddhanta] —In ke.ality, it should take after the Milk ; as 

THE TIME IS THE SAME. 


BJidsya. 

In reality, the ‘ Animal ’ should take after the ‘ Milk ’, not the ‘ Curd ’ ;— 
because the Animal is offered in the immediate time (i.e. as soon as it is 
killed), and Milk also is offered in the immediate time; the Curd on the 
other hand takes two days’ time, and it is intercepted by the Milk (which 
must come in before the Curd); and to that extent the Curd cannot be 
so intimate (with the Animal). 


SUTRA (17). 

Because of immediate connection with the Animal. 

Bhd§ya. 

Then again, the Milk is immediately (directly) connected with the 
Animal (Cow), and to that extent what is most nearly connected with the 
Animal is the Milk, not the Curd, 
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SUTRA ( 18 ). 

Fluidity is common (to both). 

Bhd^ya. 

Fluidity is common to both, the Animal as well as the Milk ; the 
Animal also becomes liquefied; and so also is the Milk.—Hence it follows 
that the ‘ Animal-offering ’ is a modified form of the * Milk• offering 



Adhekaeana (4): The ' Amiksd' {Curdled Milk) takes 
in the details of the ‘ Milk\ 

SUTRA (19). 

[P(Jbvapak§a (A)] —“The ‘Curdled Milk' should be regarded 

AS THE MODIFIED FORM OF BOTH, BECAUSE IT IS PRODUCED 
OUT OF BOTH.” 

Bhdsya. 

The ‘Curdled Milk’ is offered to Vishvedevas. —[In regard to this there 
arises the question—Is this Curdled-Milk-offering to take in the details 
of the Milk-offering ? Or those of the Curd-offering ? Or those of both ?] 
The Purvapakaa view, is that *^the Curdled Milk should be regarded as 
the modified form of both —Curd and Milk,— because it is produced out of 
both ; as a matter of fact, the Curdled Milk is brought into existence 
by both Curd and Milk, and hence it cannot be right to say that it is the 
modified form of one, not of the other;—hence it must be regarded as the 
modified form of both.” 


SUTRA (20). 

[SlDDHANTA (A)]—It SHOULD TAKE AFTER ONE ONLY ; AS THE 

Injunction is only one. 

Bhdsya, 

The Curdled Milk should take after only one—either the Curd or 
the Milk, —not both; — because the Injunction is only one^ in the form—‘ The 
Curdled Milk to be offered to Viahvedevas ’ ;—and the needs of this single 
Injunction would be fulfilled.with only one Procedure;—hence the Curdled 
Milk should take after only one substance. 

It has been argued by the Opponent that it is not right to make any 
distinction (between Curd and Milk, as the Original Primary of the Curdled 
Milk). In answer to this we have the following view (set forth by a second 
Opponent)— 

SUTRA (21). 

[POrvapaksa (B)]—“It should take after the Curd, because 

BOTH ARE SOLID.” 

Bhd§ya. 

** The Curd is solid; the Curdled Milk also is solid; >vhile the Milk is 
liquid;—this is the distinction between the two;—hence the CurdlecJ^ Milk 
should be regarded as the modified form of Curd.” 
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SCTRA (22). 

[SiDDHANTA— Final] — In reality, it should take after the 
Milk ; as it is the Milk that is the predominant 

FACTOR, AND THE CURD IS THERE ONLY FOR 
SUBSERVING THE PURPOSES OF THE 

Milk ; as in the ordinary 

WORLD. 

Bhdsya. 

It is the Milk, not Curd, that becomes modified into ‘ Curdled Milk ’;— 
because Milk is the predominant Jactor. —“ Wherein does the predominunce of 
the Milk lie ? ”—It lies in the larger quantity; in ‘ Curdled Milk there is a 
larger quantity of Milk and a smaller one of Curd.— The Curd is there only 
for subserving the purposes of the Milk ; that is, the Curd is put into the Milk 
on\y for the purpose of thickening the Milk;— as in the ordinary world : in 
the ordinary world, Curd is put into Milk only for the purpose of thickening 
the Milk.—“ How so ? ”—When there is no Curd, the same thickening is 
done with another acid substance, such as Sour Gruel for instance; and 
to the Milk thus thickened also, the same name * dmlkaa ’ (‘ Curdled Milk’) 
is applied; in fact the Curd is the acid substance that has been specially 
laid down (as to be used for the thickening of the Milk), only with a view to 
an unseen transcendental purpose. It follows from this therefore that it is 
the Milk which, coming into contact with an acid substance becomes 
thickened and hence called ^dmlksd' (‘Curdled Milk’);—and if it is the 
Milk that becomes the ‘ Curdled Milk then it is only reasonable to conclude 
that the ‘ Curdled Milk ’ is a modified form of Milk. 

SUTRA (23). 

Also because the characteristic feature is thus maintained. 

Bhdsya. 

The characteristic feature, of freshness, can be maintained only if the 
Curdled Milk is regarded as a modified form of Milk. The offering made to 
Vishvedevas should be something fresh; if then, the Curdled Milk were the 
modified form of Curd, then this freshness would become excluded.—“ But 
the offering to Vishvedevas might also bo made in two days.”—In that case 
the characteristic feature of freshness would become excluded. That 
freshness is the characteristic feature is indicated by the text ‘ Do partake of 
good Milk ’;—if the ‘ Curdled Milk ’ were a modified form of Curd, then it 
would have to be offered after two days,—by which time it would no 
longer remain ‘ Milk ’; and in that case what is said in the text just quoted 
would not be applicable. From all this it follows that the Curdled Milk is 
the modified form of Milk, and therefore there can be no details relating to 
the Curd. 


42 



Adhikarana (5): The details of the ‘ Dvddashdha\ are 
adopted with due differentiation regarding its dual 
character of Ahlna^ and ^ Satra\ 

SUTRA (24). 

[POrvapak^a]—“The ‘DvadashIha* is a ‘Satra’ as well as an 

‘ AhINA ’ ; HENCE IT OPERATES BOTH WAYS ; AS IT IS A SINGLE 

SACRIFICE.’' 

Bhdsya. 

The Dvddashdha sacrifice is composed of the following units—(1) D^)dda^ 
shdha, (2) Ahargaimt (3) Prdyantyay — Atirdtra, (4) Prsthyay (5) 

(6-8) The three Chhandomdsy (9) Avivakya^ (10) Ahah, (11) Udayaniya, 
(12) Udayaniya-Atirdtra. —This Diyddaahdha sacrifice is called * Satra" as 
well as * Ahina\ —“How do you know that?”—We know this from the 
teaching of learned men; they have taught that * the Dvddashdha is a Satra 
as well as an Ahlna' ; in the matter of the meanings of words the teaching 
of learned men is the only source of knowledge.—It is with special reference 
to these two names that the several characteristic details of the Dvddashdha 
have been laid down, in the following texts—* One, two or many persons 
shall perform the Ahlna sacrifice,—initiated priests shall perform the sacrifice 
for them ’,—' Seventeen Brahmanae, with the sacrificer himself as the 
seventeenth, shall proceed to perform the Satra \ and so forth. Names also 
are determined by characteristic functions;—e.g. in the case of such names 
as *hrdhmana\ *parivrdt\ * vdna>pra8tha\ —Now under Adhyaya X, it is 
going to be explained that — (A) ‘The Dvddashdha is regarded as a Satray 
because the name * Satra' is applicable to it (a) on account of the 
injunction containing the verbal roots dsana (to sit at) and updy (proceed 
to), and (6) on account of the plurality of sacrifvcers' (Su. 10. 0. 59), and 
(B)—* It is to be regarded as an Ahlna, (a) because the injunction contains 
the verbal root yajati (to sacrifice), and also (5) because there is no 
restriction regarding the number of sacrificers ’ (Su. 10. 6. 60).—It has also 
been explained (under 8. 1. 17) that the Procedure of the Dvddashdha is to be 
S/dopted at all sacrifices of the ‘ AhargaTui ’ Group, such as the Dvirdtra and 
the rest. 

Now, the question that arises is—When the Procedure of this 
Dt)ddaahdha is transferred to its Ectype, is it transferred in both forms 
(Ahlna and Satra) 1 Or is there some restriction and differentiation,—i.e, 
in some cases in the form of Ahlna, and in others, in the form of Satra ? 

On this question, we have the following Purvapaksa :—“ It operates both 
ways, hecavse it is a single sacrifice \ that is, the Dvddashdha-procedure 
should become transferred in both forms.—“Why ? ”— Because it is a single 
sacrifice ; that is, the Dvddashaha is a single sacrifice, with both forms, as 
explained above; and in its operation, we do not find any grounds for 
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making any such distinction as that ‘ in this case it operates as Ahxna^ and 
in that other, as Satra \ Hence we conclude that it must operate (become 
adopted) in both forms.—' If a single act operates in both forms, there cem 
be no need for the second operation’.—^Well,—inasmuch as it is a single 
sacrifice, there would be Option; just as there is in regard to the ‘ Touching ’ 
at the modified forms of the Agniya (See Su. 8. 1. 26) 

StiTRA (25). 

[SlDDH.iNTA]— In reality, on account of the presence of 
THE root 'to sacrifice’, THE TRANSFERENCE SHOULD BE 
IN THE FORM OF ' AhINA ’ ; BECAUSE THE EcTYPE IS 
SPOKEN OF IN THE SAME TERMS AS 

THE Archetype. 

Bhdsya. 

In reality, it is not right that in all cases the Dvddashdha-procedure 
should be adopted in both forms; for, as a matter of fact, in the case of the 
Ectype which is spoken of in terms of the root ‘ Yaji \ ‘to sacrifice’, the 
Procedure adopted sliould be that of the Dvddaahaha in the form of ‘ Ahlna ’; 
and, as a necessary corollary to this, in the cose of the Ectype spoken of 
in terms of the root *<7s’, ‘to sit’, or * updyi\ ‘to proceed to’, the 
Procedure adopted should be that of the Dvddashdha in the form of * Satra ’. 
—“ Why so ? ”— Because the Eciypje is spoken of in the same terms as the 
.-I rcheiype ; as a matter of fact, the Ectype is always spoken of in the same 
terms as the Archetype; consequently what is the Archetype of which Ectype 
can always be determined on the basis of the similarity of the terms used in 
the Injunction. The Dvddashdha in the form of ‘ Ahlna ’ has been enjoined 
in terms of the root ‘ Yaji\ ‘to sacrifice’, —in the text— ^Dvddashdhlna 
prajdkdmo yajeta ’ [‘ Desiring offspring, one should sacrifice with the Dvdda¬ 
shdha ’]; while in the form of the ‘ Satra ’, it has been enjoined in terms of the 
roots ‘ dsa \ ‘ to sit ’ and ‘ updyi ’, ‘ to proceed to —in the text, Dvddashdham 
rddhikdmd upeyuh ; Dvddashdham rddhikdma upasiran ’ [‘ Those who desire 
prosperity should proceed • to the Dvddhdha ; those who desire prosperity 
should sit at the Dvddashdha ’J. 


SUTRA (26). 

The sacrifices from the ' Dviratra ’ down to the ‘ Ekadasharatra * 

ARE OF THE NATURE OF ‘ AhINA ’ ; AS THEY ARB ENJOINED 
IN TERMS OF THE ROOT ‘ YaJI'TO SACRIFICE*. 

Bhd§ya. 

The Opponent asks—Which of the .4/targ^ona-sacrifices are enjoined 
in terms of the root ‘ to sacrifice ’—at which the procedure adopted shall 
be that of the Dvadashaha in the form of * Ahlna * ? And which of them are 
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SHABARA-BHAJ^YA : 


enjoined in terms of the root * to sit’ or ‘ to proceed to’—at which 
the procedure adopted shall be that of the Dvadashaha in the form of 
* Satra ’ ? ” 

Answer—The sacrifices from the * Dvirdtra ’ down to the * Ekddashardtra ’ 
are of the nature of ' Ahlrva ’ ; and at these, the procedure adopted is that of 
the Dvadeishaha in the form of ‘ Ahlna \ And the reason for this lies in the 
fact that these sacrifices have been enjoined in terms of the root * to sacrifice 
—in such texts as * Dvirdtrena yajeta'" [‘One should sacrifice with the 
Dvirdtra ’]. 

8UTRA (27). 

At the sacrifices beginning with the ‘ TrAYODASHARATRA THE 
Procedure adopted is that of the ‘ Dvadashaha ' in 
THE FORM OF ‘ SaTRA ’ ; BECAUSE THESE HAVE BEEN 
ENJOINED IN TERMS OF THE ROOTS ‘ TO SIT ’ 

AND ‘TO PROCEED TO*. 

Bhdsya. 

The injunctions of these sacrifices are in the form—‘ Trayodashardtram 
rddhikdmd upeyuh\ * Chaturdashardtram rddhlkdmd U 2 )dslran^ [‘Those 
desiring prosperity should proceed to the Trayoda8hardtra\ ‘Those desiring 
prosperity should sit at the Chaturda8hardtra'~\. 

In a friendly spirit, we set forth another explanation:—(a) Inasmuch 
as the Ahlna is enjoined in terms of the root ‘ to sacrifice \ the character of 
‘ Ahlna ’ belongs to the Dvirdtra and the rest, as these also have been 
enjoined in terms of the root ‘to sacrifice’.—(6) Inasmuch as the Satra 
is enjoined in terms of the roots ‘to sit’ and ‘to proceed to’, the character 
of ‘ Satra ’ belongs to the Trayodashardtra and the rest, as these also have 
been enjoined in terms of the same roots. 

8UTRA (28). 

Also because there is an indicative text. 

Bhdsya. 

There is the text—‘ Agnistomo vai pr j.jdpatihf sa uttardn ekdJidnasrjata, 
tametani dvirdtrddayo' hargaryih uchuh tvamasmdn nui hdslh iti, tadesdm 
ahinatvam ’ [‘ Agnistoma is Prajdpati ; be created the later Ekdha sacrifices ; 
to him said the Dvirdtra and other Aharganas —Do not please abandon us; 
herein consists their character of i4Aina’].—This text clearly shows that 
the Dvirdtra and the rest are of the nature of ‘ Ahlna 



AdhikARANA (6): At the ^ Pahchadashardtra ’ and other 
* Aharganas \ the Details to he adopted should he those 
of the ‘ Safra \ 

SUTRA (29). 

[PiTrvapaksa— continued ]—“ The ‘ PaSIchadasharatra ’ is of 

THE NATURE OF AN * AhInA BECAUSE IT HAS THE ‘ AtIRATRA ’ 

AT ONE OR THE OTHER END ; SO ALSO, THE ‘ KUNDA- 

payinamayana ’;—as the character of 
‘ AhIna ’ has been declared to belong 
to such sacrifices as fulfil the 
SAID condition.” 


Bhdsya. 


[In regard to the Pahchadashardtra and the Kundapdyindinayana, the 
question arising as to whether these are * Satra or ‘ AhIna ’J the Purvapaksa 
view is as follows:—The Pahchadashardtra and the Kundapdyindmayana 
are both AhIna. —Why?—Becau.se they have the ^ Atirdtra' at one or the 
other end ; both of these have the Atirdtra at one or the other end; hence 
they must be AhIna. —(A) In connection with the Pahchadashardtra, we have 
the text— ‘ Trivrdagnistudagnistomah, trirdtro dashardtra udayanlyo Hirdtrah ’ 
[where the Atirdtra occurs at the endj.—(B) In connection with the 

Kundapdyindrnaya^ia there is the text— * Mdsarnagnihotram juhoti, . 

dashardtro niahdvratam udayanlyo Hirdtrah'* [Here also the Atirdtra 
comes at the end]. — As a rule, that which has the Atirdtra at one or the 
other end is an AhIna. —‘ How do you know that ? ’— Because the character 
of * AhIna' has been declared to belong to such sacrifices as fulfil the said 
condition, —i.e. those that have the Atirdtra at one or the other end,— 
in the text— ‘ Because a sacriiice has the Atirdtra at one end, therefore 
it must be an AhIna '. 


SOTRA (30). 

[POrvapak^a— concluded ] —‘‘Also because it has been 
SPOKEN OF AS ‘AhINA’.” 

• Bhdsya. 

“ The Pahchadashardtra has been clearly spoken of as ‘ AhIna', in the text 
^ Because it has the Atirdtra at one end, therefore it must be an AhIna — 
For this reason also it must be regarded as * AhIna 
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SHABABA-BHA^YA : 


SUTRA (31). 

[Siddhanta]—The two sacrifices must be regarded as ‘ Satras ’; 

BECAUSE THEY HAVE BEEN ENJOINED IN TERMS OF THE BOOT 
‘TO PROCEED to’. 

Bhd§ya. 

The two sacrifices in question must be regarded as ‘ Satras \ not ‘ Ahinas ’; 
—why ?— because they have been enjoined in terms of the root * to proceed to*. 
For instance, in connection with the Pahchadashardtra^ the injunction is— 
* Those who desire prosperity should proceed to this Panchadashardtra —In 
connection with the Kun/dapdyindrmxyana also, the injunction is ‘ Those 
desiring prosperity should proceed to it*. 

Question —“ Between the two indicatives cited, (one by the Purvapaksin) 
which is in the shape of another sentence (speaking of the Atirdtra at one end), 
and the other (by the Siddhdntin)^ in the shape of the Injunction (being 
in terms of the root ‘ to proceed to’),—which is the more authoritative ? ” 

Answer —That which is contained in the Injunction is more intimately 
related, while the other is remotely exterior.—There is yet another difference 
between the two indicatives:—That which is itself always an Ahina 
cannot be eulogised as being Ahina ; it is by way of an argument that 
we have the declaration ‘ Because it has the Atirdtra at one end, therefore 
it must be an Ahina* \ now if this argument does prove the conclusion, 
then the sacrifice in question would be an Ahlnn even without the 
declaration;—if it does not prove the conclusion, then, it does not become 
established by the mere declaration. The text in question therefore is 
not a declaration, but a mere reference, for the purpose of eulogising the 
sacrifice;—now it is not possible for what is itself an Ahina to be 
eulogised as ‘ Ahina * on the ground of having the Atirdtra at one end ; 
because it is an inseparable qualification of every Ahina. On the other 
hand, such an eulogy is quite possible for what is itself a Saira, —the sense 
of the eulogy being—Because it has the Atirdtra at one end, therefore it is 
Ahina, —while by itself it is a Satra, —hence having a dual character, it is 
superior to the other Satras*. 


SUTRA (32). 

The text indicates the sign of ‘Satra’. 

Bhdsya. 

The following text indicates the sign of ‘ Satra * in the Kur^dapdyinama- 
yana .—* Orhapatirgrhapatih subrahmanyah suhrahmarj^yah *; it is only at the 
Satra that * Orhapati *, * Master of the House *, as such takes part; as declared 
in the text—‘ The Priests, with the Master of the House as the seventeenth, 
should proceed to the Satra*; —it is at the Satra that his presence is 
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needed for the purpose of carrying on such functions of the ‘sacrifice!?^ as 
subserve the purposes of the sacrifice,—all other functions of the sacrificer 
having been excluded (from the Satra ),—From all this it follows that the two 
sacrifices in question are Satras* 


End of Pada ii of Adhydya VIII. 



ADHYAYA VIII. 


PADA III. 

Adhikabana (1): {A) The ‘Shuchidaivata' takes in the 
details of the ‘ Agneya ’ ; —(-B) the ‘ Agndvaisnava ’ tukes 
in the details of the ‘ Agnlsomiya ’. 

SUTRA (1). 

[PCRVAPAKiJA]—“ In the CASE OF THE ‘ HaVIRGANA ’ SACRIFICES, 
THE LATTER SHOULD TAKE AFTER THE LATTER; BECAUSE OF 
THE SIMILARITY OF POSITION.” 

Bhdsya. 

The ‘Havirgana’ sacrifices aro the subject-matter of this Adhikarana, 
—(there being two sets of these sacrifices)—(1) one sot laid down in the texts 
—* One should offer the Cake baked on eleven pans, dedicated to Agni- 
Visi;iu,—Cooked Rice, dedicated to Sarasvati,—Cooked Rice, dedicated to 
Brhaspati’, and (2) the second set laid down in the texts—‘ One should offer 
the Cake baked on eight pans to Agni-Shuchi,—to Agni-Pavaka’ and 
so forth.—[In the corresponding Archetypal Sacrifice, there is first the 
‘ Agneya - off er i ng’, and second, the A -offering 

The question that arises is — Is the Procedure to be adopted at (2) the 
offering to Shuchi that of (2) the Agnlsomlyay —and the Procedure to be adop¬ 
ted at (1) the offering to Agni-Visnu, that of (1) the Agneya ?—Or is it the 
other way about ? 

On this question, the Purvapalcsa view is as follows:—“ In the case of 
the * Havirgana' sacrifices, the latter, —i.e. ‘the offering to Shuchi"* — should 
take after —be regarded as the modified form of— the latter —i.e. Agnlsomiya ; 
and the former,—i.e. the offering to Agni-Visnu —should be regarded as the 
modified form of the former,—i.e. the Agneya, —Why so ?— Because of the 
similarity of Position ; that is, by reason of their place in the order of sequence 
(in the two sets); i.e. in the case in question the offering to Shuchi occupies the 
second place in the order of sequence (among the ‘ Havirgarm ’ sacrifices), 
and the Agnlsomiya-offering also occupies the second place at the Archetypal 
Sacrifice;—similarly, in the other cetse, among the ‘ Havirgana * sacrifices, 
the offering to Agni-Visnu occupies the first place in the order of sequence, 
and the Agneya-offering occupies the first place at the Archetypal Sacrifice. 
—Thus then, on the basis of the indicative in the shape of the similarity of 
Position, the former takes after the former, and the latter after the latter.'' 
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StJTRA (2). 

[Siddhanta]—The matter should be determined on the 
BASIS OF the Deity ; because that is scriptural, 

THE OTHER BEING NOT-SCRIPTURAL. 

Bhdaya. 

The Procedure should be determined.—not by the ‘Position’ (of the 
offerings),—but on the basis of the Deity, —i.e. on the basis of the similarity 
of Deities.—“Why?”—Because the Deity is scriptural, —i.e. is spoken of 
directly by means of such terms as *Agndixiis7iavam ’ and ‘ AgyiayC’Shuchayl ’; 
—while the other, —i.e. Position,— is not-scriptural', i.e. the Position is 
not directly spoken of by any words of the texts, it is only presumed on the 
basis of the consideration of a humber of sacrifices in the lump.—“What 
if that is so ? ”—If that is so, then this is what happens.—The notion of 
the Deity, being derived immediately from the Injunction of the Act 
concerned, becomes the predominant factor,—while the other, i.e. the 
notion of ‘Position’, is brought about by the order of sequence—and 
as such, becomes the subordinate factor. Under the circumstances, the 
most reasonable course is to give preference to the predominant factor.— 
Hence we conclude that the Procedure adopted at the offering to Agni- 
Shuchi should be that of the Agneya (because at V>oth there is only one 
Deity), —and the Procedure adopted at the offering to Agni-Visnu should be 
that of the Agnisornlya (because at each of these, there are two Deities)* 



Adhikaraija (2): The details of the “ Dvddashdha ’ are to be 
adopted at the ‘ Trivrt-Ahan ’ offerings in connection 
with the ‘ Janaka-Saptardtra’. 

SUTRA (3). 

[PCRVAPAKfjA]—“ When there is an Injunction of a group, 

THERE should BE REPETITION OF THAT WHOSE INDICATIVE 
SIGN IS THERE ; AS IN THE CA&E OF THE ‘ AgNEYA 

Bhdsya, 

In connection with the Janaka-Saptardtra we read—‘ Chatvdri trivrnti 
ahdni hhavanti' [‘There are four Ahan-offerings with the Trivrt-Stoma*}; 
—in another place, we read again, * Nava trivrnti ahdni hhavanti' [‘There 
are nine Ahan-offerings with Trivrt-Stoma']. 

There arises the question—Do these texts mean that there should 
be repetition ( four times and nine times) of the first ‘ Ahan-offering ’ which 
is associated with the Trivrt-Stoma ? Or do they lay down the particular 
Stoma (Trivrt) in connection with the several ‘ Ahan-offeringa' that form part 
of the Dvddashdha ? 

The Purvapakaa view on this question is as follows:—“ When there is 
an injtmction of a group, there should be repetition of that whose indicative 
sign is there; as in the case of the Agneya', —i.e. in a case where there is an 
injunction of a group,—as in the case in question—there should be repeti¬ 
tion of that—i.e. the first * Ahan-offering', —of which the indicative sign,— 
i.e. the presence of the ‘ Trivrt-Stoma' is there,—because of the similarity of 
the Injunction;—as in the case of the ^Agniya' (in the foregoing Adhi- 
karana), —spoken of in the text ‘ Agnaye pdvakdya — Agnaye shuchaye '— 
it has been decided that there should be repetition of the Procedure of 
the Agneya, on the ground that the deity is one and the same and the 
Injunctions are similar. In the same manner, in the present ease also, there 
should be repetition.” 


SUTRA (4). 

[Siddhanta] —In reality, the several distinct ‘ Ahan-offerings ’ 

(SHOULD COME IN) ; BECAUSE IT IS A MULTITUDE *, AND IT IS 
ENJOINED THROUGH AN INDICATIVE OF THE ACTUAL 
OPERATION. 

Bhdaya. 

What should be done is, not the repetition of the First * Akan-offering ’, 
but the performance of the several distinct ‘ Ahan-offerings ’—that pertain to 
the Dvddashdha *—Why so ?—Because it is a multitude ; when it is said that 
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* There are four Ahan-offeringa with Trivrt-Stoma \ it is a multUvde (of 
offerings) that is spoken of;—the number / four ’ is one that subsists in 
(four) distinct things: and hence it must belong to separate Ahan^ 
offerings; —as a matter of fact, in connection vdth the Janaka^Saptardtra, 
there are four distinct Ahan-offeringa which pertain to the Dvddashdha, and 
which come into the Saptardtra by virtue of the General Law. It is these 
four that are referred to (in the text in question) for the purpose of 
enjoining, in regard to them, the Trivrt-Stoma ; and it cannot be right to 
take it as enjoining the number ‘four* with reference to those several 
Ahan-offerings which have the Trivrt-Stoma. 

StJTRA (5). 

There are also texts indicating the same conclusion. 

Bhdsya. 

When it is said that ‘ there are four Ahan»offerings with Trivrt-Stoma, 
of which the Agnistoma is the foremost*,—what are understood to be 
meant are those Non-Agniatomas of whom the Agnistoma is the first,—and not 
all Agnistomaa ; for instance, when it is said that ‘ that with which the Ball 
is to be cut is to be made of metals of which Iron is the foremost’,—it is not 
understood to mean all Iron [it means other metalsy with Iron as the first 
and foremost].—If the repetition of the * Trivrt* were meant, then all of 
them would be Agnistomas; as it is the Agnistoma that has the Trivrt- 
Stoma, 

From all this it follows that what is laid down in the text in question 
is the presence of the Trivrt-Stoma at all those Ahan~offerings pertaining to 
the Dvddaahdha which find room at the offering in question (which is a 
modified form of the Dvddashdha) by virtue of the General Law. 



Adhikarana (3): The details of the ‘ Sadaha ’ are adopted 
at the ^ Satdrimshadrdtra\ 

SCTRA (6). 

[FOrvapak^a]—“ Even though there is repetition of the time, 
YET,—inasmuch AS THE ACTIONS ARE DIVERSE [THE 
DETAILS ADOPTED SHOULD BE THOSE OF THE 

Dvadashaha]; so says Badari/’ 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with a (3ertain sacrifice (the * Sat-trlmshadrdtra *), we read— 

^ Sadaha hhavanti, chatvdro hhavantiy Pahchahd bhavanti * [* There are Sadahas, 
they are four; there a,re-Pahchdhas ’]. 

In regard to this sacrifice, there arises the question—Are the details to 
be adopted at it to be those of the ‘ Ahan-offerings ’ comprising the Dvcida- 
shdha ? Or those of the Sadaha ? 

On this, the Purvapakaa view is as follows;—“ Even though there is 
repetition of time, —i.e. though what is asserted in the text is the repetition 
(four times) of the time of ^adaha, —yet the teacher Badari has held that 
the details to be adopted at it are those of the ‘ Ahan-offerings ’ comprising 
the Dvadashaha, —Why so?— Because the actions are diverse; what the 
term * Sadaha ’ here stands for are the Six Sautya offerings measured by 
a day; and the words of the text * chatvcirah sadahdh' speak of those six¬ 
fold offerings being diverse; the number ‘four’ subsisting in (and denot¬ 
ing) distinct units. If only ono sextuple sacrifice—the Pdrsthika or the 
Ahhiplavika —were meant to be repeated, then the expression used would 
have been ‘ chatuhsadahdh ’; as a matter of fact, we have the expression 
‘ chatvdrdh sadahdh\ which clearly stands for twenty-four ‘ Ahan-offering s'* J 
and this Injunction of a multitude of * Ahan-offerings\ containing an 
indicative of the Archetype, indicates the adoption of the Procedure of the 
Dvadashaha. Hence it follows that at the sacrifice in question, the Proce¬ 
dure to be adopted should be that of the several * Aha7i-offerings^ compris¬ 
ing the DvddashdJf'i.^'* 

SUTRA (7). 

[SiDDHInTA]—JaIMINI, however, HOLDS THAT THERE SHOULD BE 
REPETITION OF THE ‘ SaDAHA ’ ; BECAUSE THE NUMBER DOES 
NOT APPLY TO THE ‘ AhAN-OFFERINGS ’ DIRECTLY. 

Bhdsya, 

The teacher Jaimini has held that there should he repetition of the well- 
known Pdrsthika ‘ Sadaha \ —Why ?— Because the number does not apply 
to the * Ahan-offerings * directly ; the number * twenty-four ’ is applied to the 
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< Ahan-offering8* only through Inference; i.e. it is inferred from the fact of 
there being ‘ Quadruple Sadaha-offeringa ’; so that the cognition of the 
* Quadruple ^adaha ’ has to come first, and it is only on cognising it and 
then computing its number that we arrive at the notion of the number 
‘ twenty-four ’ ; just as in the well-known instance of the inference of Fire 
from Smoke, one cognises the Smoke, then the Fire. Such being the case, 
if some one were satisfied with—had his needs met by—the notion of 
Smoke, he would not care for the later cognition of Fire. Tn the same way, 
in the case in question, as soon as the cognition. of the ‘ l^adaha ’ has 
appeared, it becomes recognised that it is the Procedure of that which has 
to be adopted; and the enquirer having his needs met by this notion, what 
would he do with the notion of the number ‘ twenty-four ’ that might be 
cognised later ?—From this it follows that in the case in question, there 
should bo repetition of the Sadaha. 

It has been argued that the number subsists in distinct units; and 
hence it would be rejected if there were mere repetition of the same 
( Sadaha) 

Our answer to this is as follows:—The term * fy’adaha* (in the text 
in question) is taken as standing for the well-known Sadaha which is near at 
hand ;—now this ^adaha has no direct connection with the number ‘ four *; 
hence it could come about only through repetition; just as in the case of the 
Upaaads, the Fraydjas and the Anuydjas. 

Even for one (our Opponent) who takes the words ‘ Four Sadahaa" as 
laying down Twenty-four A han-offerings, —at the time that the Daahardtra 
(Ten-Ahan-offerings) have been performed, the remaining number (fourteen) 
could bo made up only by repetition; as there are not so many distinct 
Sadahas available. 

Thus then, the objection being applicable to both views, it cannot set 
aside one of them. 



Adhikarana (4) : The details of the ‘ Dvadashaha ’ are 
adopted at the ' Sarhstha-gana ’ sacrifices. 

SUTRA (8). 

£PCTbvapak§a]—“In the case of the ‘ Samstha-gana’ sacrificbs, 

THERE SHOULD BE REPETITION (OF THE JyOTI^TOMA) *, AS THE 
NAMES USED ARE THOSE BELONGING TO IT. 

Bhd^ya. 


The subject-matter of discussion are the * Samsthd-gana sacrifices’, 
spoken of in the texts—* Agnistomah (a) Panchokthyah^ (6) Shutdgniatornam, 
(c) Shatdtirdtram^ and so forth [where there are three *gana\ Multiple, 
sacrifices mentioned, (a) consisting of Five Vkthyaa^ (6) consisting of a 
hundred Agniatonvaa^ (c) consisting of a hundred Atirdtrnsi these are called 
* Samsthd-ganas\ because they are multiples of (a) the Vkthya^ (b) the 
Agnistoma, and (c) the Atirdtrat all of which are * SamsfJul8\ Teryninuses^ of 
the Jyoti8tom,a\ 

In regard to these, what is to be considered is—what is laid down 
in these texts—is it a repetition of the J yotistoma ? (When, i.e. the ‘ Paficho- 
kthyah \ * Five-ukthyasacrifice is laid down, does it mean that the Jyotis- 
toma, of which the Ukthya is one of the Terminuses, is to be repeated 
five times?]—Or are they so many * Ahan-offerings' accompanied by the 
said Sarhathd [i.e. the Five Ahan-qfferings accompanied by the Ukthya^ ? 

On this, the Purvapaksa view is as follows :—“ In the case of the ‘ Sama- 
thd-gana sacrifices there should he repetition, —i.e. there should be repetition 
of the same primary Jyotiatoma sacrifice.—Why so ?—Because the names 
used are those belonging to it; i.e. the names * Agnistoma ‘ Ukthya ‘ Soda- 
8hin \ and * Atirdtra' (which are the various Terminuses of the Jyotiatoma) 
have been given to the Jyotiatoma itself; it is in connection with the Jyotis- 
toma that these Samathda {Agnistoma and the rest) have been enjoined ; and 
hence it is quite possible for it to be indicated by these names; so that 
what the sentence should be taken as doing is to indicate the Jyotiatoma 
and lay down the particular number (Five or Hundred) in reference to it 
(and this number can be made up only by repetition). On the other hand, 
if the sentence were taken as laying down the several Ahan^offerings, as also 
the particular Sarhathd (of the Jyotiatoma), —the meaning of the text being 
that ‘the Sarhathda performed should be of the Ukthya, and they should be 
five in number’,—then this would involve a syntactical split.-^Hence we 
conclude that there should be repetitions of the Jyotiapoma.'* 
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StJTRA (9). 

[Siddhanta]—It is the Archetype (of the ‘ Ahan-offerings ’) 

THAT SHOULD BE TAKEN AS TO BE ACCOMPANIED BY THE 
‘ SaMSTHAS ’ ; BECAUSE OF JURISDICTION ; THE 
NAME BEING DUE TO THE CONNECTION 
OF THE PARTICULAR ‘ SamSTHA \ 

Bhdsya. 

It is not right that there should be repetition of the Jyotistorna; in 
fact, it is the Archetype that should he taken as to he accompanied hy the 

* Samsthds^ ; —i.e. the Ahan-offering a comprising the Dvddashdha (which is 
the Archetype of all * G'a^-Multiple-oflerings’) should be accompanied by 
the particular Samsthds mentioned {Ukthya and the rest).—Why so?— 
Because of jurisdiction ; as a matter of fact, it is the said offerings that are 
entitled to come in by virtue of the General Law (relating to Archetypes 
and Ectypes); hence if these are brought in, the General Law becomes 
obeyed. 

Ohjection —“But the names ‘ Agnisforna' {^Ukthya' and * Atirdtra^) 
clearly denote the Jyotiaioma.^'' 

Answer —Not so.—“ Why ’/ ”—Because the name is due to the connection 
of the ‘ Samsthd ’ ; that the particular sacrifice in question is named after 
Agnistoma Shatdgnistoma'‘) is due to the connection of the Samsthd of 
that name; the name is not meant to denote the Jyotistorna Sacrifice; in 
fact, the name in question can denote a sacrifice at which the particular 
Samsthd of the Jyotistoyna is present; it cannot denote the Jyotistorna 
itself, —It might be argued that “ in this way, the text would come to serve 
several purposes”.—It will not come to serve several purposes; as a 
matter of fact, all that the text would lay down would be the particular 

* Samsthd ’ in connection with those five Ahan-offerings whose admissibility 
has been already indicated by the injunction of the ‘ Multiple ’ character 
of the sacrifice; the compound word ‘ Shatdgnistomam ’ itself denotes a 
Multiple sacrifice with the two qualifications (the number, Hundred and 
the particular Samsthd, the Agnistoma). In this way the text serves only 
one purpose; just as in the case of the sentence ‘ The red-turbaned priests 
operate ’. 

Under the above explanation, the character of the number subsisting 
in distinct units remains preserved. 

From all this it follows that the text in question speaks of the ‘ Ahan- 
offerings ’ comprising the Dvdda^ihSha. 



Adhikabana (5): At the ‘Shatokthya' and other 
‘ Multiple Sacrifices the additional Hymns should 
he brought in from the Jyotistoma. 

SUTRA (10). 

[PChvapaksa]—” The addition should come from the ‘ Multiple 
Sacrifice’, because they have that for its Archetype.” 

Bhdsya. 

There is the text —* Shatokthyam hhamti, Shatdtirdtram hhavati\ At 
the two ‘Multiple Sacrifices’ here spoken of (viz. the Shatokthya and the 
Shatdtirdtra), fche AJian-offering8 of the Dvddashdha Sacrifice come in;— 
these Ahan-offerings are in most cases accompanied by the Ukthya^ 
Samsthd; —hence, in accordance with the words, ‘ Dvau agnistomau sJiatok- 
thyam hhavati it would appear as if the additional hymns were to come out 
of the two Agniatomae ; while according to the words, ‘ Shatatirdtram 
bhavati \ it appears that the addition should, in all cases, come out of the 
Sacrifices named after the term ‘ rdtri' (i.e. Daijy * Ahan'^). 

The question that there arises therefore is this—Is the addition to be 
brought over from the Dvddaafidha ?—Or out of the Jyotiatorna ? 

On this, the Purvapakaa view is as follows:—“ The addition should come 
over from the Multiple Sacrifice; —why ?— because they have that for their 
Archetype; i.e. all these Multiple * Ahan-ojfef'ings' arc modified forms of— 
(—have for their Archetype)—the Dvddashdha; hence the Procedure to be 
adopted at them should be that of the Dvddashdha, ; hence if the addition 
comes out of the Dvddashdha, the General Law becomes honoured.—We 
conclude therefore that the addition should come out of the Multiple 
Sacrifice.” 

SUTRA (11). 

[Siddhanta]—In reality, the addition should come out of the 
‘ Ekaha ’ (‘Onb-day’) Sacrifice; because they stand on 
THE same footing WITH THE OTHERS. 

Bhdsya. 

In reality, the addition should come out of the ‘ One-day ’ Sacrifice —of the 
Jyotistoma, —not out of the Dvddashdha. —Why ?—Because they stand on 
the same footing with the others ; that is, there is an * equality ’ between the 
‘ Ahan-offerings ’ comprising the Dvddashdha and those that comprise the 
* offerings * that are modified forms of the Dvddashdha ;—the ‘ equality ’ 
being that these also—as well as those others-—require the Samsthd from 
another source;—beggars therefore cannot beg from those who are 
themselves beggars,—so long as there is some one who can supply the need, 
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and who is not himself a beggar.—“ What does this mean ? —As a maitei* of 
fact, no ‘ Samstha-hymns' have been laid down in connection with the 
Dvddaakdha; —hence they require these from somewhere else, where these 
have been laid down;—similarly in connection with the Ectypal Ahan- 
offerings also, the said hymn6 have not been laid down;—hence these latter 
also can have their needs supplied only from somewhere else, where they 
have been laid down;—and it is only in connection with the Jyotistoma that 
the hymns have been laid down;—hence the conclusion is that the addition 
of these hymns should come out of the Jyotistoma. 


43 



Adhikarana (6): In cases where a certain ‘ Ahan-ojfering * 
is declared to he ‘ connected with the Odyatrl \ this 
connection should he brought about hy the 
introduction of Mantras that are 
inherently of the Odyatrl 
metre. 

SUTRA (12). 

[P^RVAPAKSA— continued] —“In cases where the ‘GayatrI’ is 

SPOKEN OF, THERE SHOULD BE DELETION IN THE ORIGINAL METRES ; 

BECAUSE IT IS THESE ORIGINAL METRES THAT ARE ENTITLED TO 
COME in; also because it IS THE NUMBER (OF SYLLABLES) 

ONLY THAT IS DENOTED BY THE TERM ‘ (jAYATBT ^ AS 
IT IS NEVER FOUND APART FROM THAT 
number;—JUST AS IN THE CASE 
OF THE ‘ AgNI.^TOMA 

Bhd§ya. 

The question of * addition ^ has been discussed; we now proceed to 
discuss the question of * deletion 

There is the text—* Vdjapeyena tsfvd hrhaspatisavena yajeta ’ [‘ After 
having performed the Vdjapeya sacrifice, one should perform the Brkaspati- 
8ava']\ —in connection with this Brhaepatisava it is declared that ‘this 
Ahan-offering is connected with the Gdyatrl metre’. 

In connection with this what is to be considered is—Is the Ahan- 
offering to be made ‘ Gdyatra ’ (* connected with the Gdyatrl •metre') by deleting 
the syllables contained in the Mantras used at the Archetypal sacrifice, 
which are in the Tri^tup and Jagatl metres (which contain more syllables 
than the Gdyatrl) ?—Or by bringing into it fresh Mantras from the Tenth 
Mandala of the Bgveda^ which are inherently in the Gdyatrl metre itself ? 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is stated in the Sutra itself— 
“ /n cases where the Gdyatrl is spoken of, there should he deletion in the 
original metres ; that is, in cases where the Gdyatrl metres are mentioned, 
—as in the case of the declaration that ‘this Ahan-offering is to be 
connected with the Gdyatrl'—a deletion —removal—should be made of 
certain syllables of the Tri§tup and Jagatl metres of the original sacrifice.— 
Why so ?— Because it is these original metres that are entitled to come m; as a 
matter of fact, by virtue of the General Law relating to Archet 5 q)e 8 and 
Retypes, the verses of the Archetypal sacrifice, in the Tristup and the 
Jagatl metres, are recognised to be admissible at the Ectypal sacrifices 
in question; under the circumstances, if other v^ses were introduced, it 
would be counter to the notion already obtained in regarding to the metres 
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of the original sacrifice.—* The verses in Odyatrl metre have been prescribed 
directly, and it is only right that these should set aside the others which 
would come in only by virtue of the General Law.’—Not so, we reply.— 
Why ? ’—Because, it is the number (of syllables) only that is denoted by 
the term ‘ Odyatrl ’.—‘ How do you know that ? ’— Because it is never found 
apart from that number; that is, the term * Odyatrl ’ is never used apart from 
the number ‘ twenty-four ’; it is never found except when the number (of 
syllables) is twenty-four; it is never applied to verses in the Tristup and 
Jagatl metres which do not have ‘ twenty-four ’ (syllables).—Hence, it 
follows that the term * Odyatrl * is expressive of the particular number; 
hence (in order to secure this number) deletion should be made of certain 
syllables (in the verses in Tristup and Jagatl metres).— Just as in the case of 
the Agnistoma; i.e. just as when it is said that * there is the Shatdgnistoma', 
the Ukthya is removed out of the Ahan-offerings of the Dvddashdha, —so 
should it be in the present instance also.” 

SUTRA (13). 

[POrvapaksa— continued ]—“ Thb term ‘ GayatrI ’ i= \ppliei), in a 
NATURAL WAY, TO WHAT ARE OTHER THAN GAYATRI.’* 

Bhdsya, 

“On the basis of the understanding that the term ‘ Odyatrl * denotes only 
a definite number (of syllables), the term * Odyatrl* is applied in a natural 
manner to verses in the Jagatl-metre, which is not-Gdyatri, —in the text, 
* Ye hi dve gdyatryau ekd jagatl * [‘ Two verses in the Odyatrl metre make one 
in the Jagatl ’]. It is only when the term * Odyatrl ’ denotes only the 
number [twenty-four) of syllables, that this assertion could be justified, on 
the basis of the fact that the Jagatl-metre contains twice-twenty-four 
syllables. On the other hand, if the term ‘ Odyatrl ’ meant a verse, then 
there could never be two verses in the Jagatl; so that the assertion just 
quoted would be wholly wrong.—From this also it follows that the term 
‘ Odyatrl ’ denotes the number ,—Pointing to the same conclusion there is 
another text—‘ Three Anustups make four Gdyatrls ’ [32 x 3 = 24 x 4].” 


SUTRA (14). 

[PuRVAPAK.SA— continued] —‘ If it be urged that—‘There is no 
Ten in Twenty ’—[then the answer is as in the following 

Sutray^ 

Bhdsya, 

“ Someone might argue thus—‘ The number Ten is not there in number 
Twenty ,—because one number cannot subsist in another number; as 
Number is a quality and no quality can subsist in another quality; hence 
the number Twenty-four cannot subsist in the number Forty-eight ; hence even 
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if the term Odyatrl is denotative of a number, any such assertion as that 
one Jagatl makes two'Odyatria would be absurd. And an objection which is 
applicable to both parties should not be urged by one against the other.’ ” 

SUTRA (16). 

[PtTrvapak§a — conclttded] —“ In that case there would be only 

ONE NUMBER.*' 

Bhdsya. 

“ Our answer to the above objection is as follows:—We do not say 
that one number subsists in another number; what we say is that among 
the syllables qualified by the number Forty-eight, there are two parts of 
twent-four each,—and not that there are two verses. 

** Then again, the presence of one Number does not necessarily exclude 
another number; if it excluded it, then there would be only one number ; and 
then, of the man who had ten cows, it could not be said that ‘ there 
are two groups of five ’ ; and yet such an assertion is actually made; hence 
it follows that one Number does not necessarily exclude another number.” 


Or (Sutras 14 and 15 may be explained in the following manner).— 

Sutra (14) {objection against the Purvapak^a] — ‘What has been said 

CANNOT BE RIGHT, BECAUSE TeN IS PRESENT IN TWENTY. That is, even 
when the term ‘ Gdyatri ’ denotes the number, there need be no deletion of 
syllables (in the original metres).—Why ?—Because the Ten (syllables) are 
already present in the Twenty, —What if it is so ?—If it is so, then, if twenty 
syllables have been taken up, ten also become taken up; so that when one 
has used the verses in the Tristup and the Jagatl metres, verses in the 
Gdyatri metre also have become included therein. Hence the verses in the 
Tristup and Jagatl metres (of the original sacrifice) should be used (at 
the Ectype) as they stand ; whereby the General Law relating to Archetypes 
and Retypes becomes observed, and the particular Ahan-ojfering becomes 
duly connected with the Gdyatri J 

Sutra (16) —{PurvapaksMs answer to Su. 14]—“ There would be 
ONLY ONE NUMBER. That is, it is not true that when the Jagatl or the 
tristup has been taken up, the Gdyatri also becomes taken up.—Why ? 
Because as a matter of fact, the Number becomes subsidiary to the sacrifice 
only by qualifying something that helps in the accomplishment of that 
sacrifice; and in the case in question what helps in the accomplishment of 
the sacrifice is not any part of the Jagatl or the Tristup, but the verses in 
the Jagatl and Tristup metres themselves.” 
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SUTRA (16). 

[Siddhanta]— In eeality, on account of the quality, the 

TERM SHOULD BE TAKEN AS DENOTATIVE OF A SUBSTANCE; 

SPECIALLY BECAUSE IT DOES NOT APPLY TO ALL THINGS. 

Bhdsya. 

It is not right to say that the term ‘ Qdyatrl * denotes the number 
(twenty-four). In fact, on account of the quality, it should he taken as 
denotative of the substance, —i.e. denoting a substance which contains twenty- 
four syllables.—Why so?— Because it does not apply to all things', if the 
term were a numeral word (denoting the number twenty-four), then it 
would apply to all those things—herd of cattle and the like,—which would 
be twenty-four in number;—as a matter of fact, however, it does not apply 
to all those things;—hence it follows that it is not a word denotative of 
•Number. 

SUTRA (17). 

THERE WOULD BE REGULATION OF THE DENOTATION, AS IN 
THE CASE OF THE TERM ‘ GO *. 

Bhd^tja. 

As in the case of the term ‘go’ (Cow), its (etymological) denotation 
extends over all moving things in general (the term literally meaning ‘ any¬ 
thing that moves’), yet it is regulated and restricted in its application to 
only that moving thing (animal) which has the dewlap and other features, 
and the term ‘ go ’ is regarded to be denotative of this particular animal only, 
—similarly in the case of the term ‘ Odyatrl the most reasonable course is 
to take it as denotative of the verse (with twenty'four syllables). 

SUTRA (18). 

Also because the number has another term denotative of it. 

Bhdsya. 

There is already the' term ‘ twenty-four ’ which is denotative of that 
number; hence for its denotation it does stand in need of the other term 
^ Qdyatrl *; because the name of a thing is only meant for usage, and uscige is 
accomplished by a single name. 

SUTRA (19). 

While the other has no other term denotative of it, 

Bhdsya. 

The other —i.e. the verse (with twenty-four syllables)— has no pther term 
denotative of it ; that is, it has no other name; and for purposes of usage 
that also needs a name; hence when the term ‘ Qdyatrl * is taken to be one 
denotative of the verse, it fulfils a definite purpose; while, by denoting the 
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number, it would be serving no useful purpose. For this reason also the 
most reasonable course is to take the term * Qdyatrl * as denoting the verse. 

From all this it follows that in the case of the Brhaspatlsavar verses in 
the Qdyatrl-metre should be introduced. 

SUTRA (20). 

[In the case of the term ‘Aqni^toma’] inasmuch as the teem 

IS NOT APPLICABLE TO ANY OTHER SUBSTANCE, IT IS MADE 
SO QUALIFIED BY THE DELETION OF THE ‘ UkTHYA \— 

[WHICH CANNOT BE THE CASE WITH 
THE TERM ‘ GAYATRU]. 

Bhdsya, 

It has been urged (in Su. 12) that the term ‘ GdyatrV should be dealt 
with like the term ‘ Agnistonia \—Our answer to this is as follows:—The term 
‘ Agniatoma ’ is not applicable to anything else,—while the term ‘ Qdyatrl ’ 
is applicable to the verse ;—all that the term ‘ Agniatoma ’ denotes is that the 
offerings in question should end with the Agniptoma ;—now it is not possible 
for the Ahan-o^ering of the Dvddashdha to ‘ end with the Agni»toma \ except 
by the deletion of the Ukthya; —hence it becomes necessary to delete 
the Ukthya. —The case of the term ^ Qdyatrl \ however, is different; it has 
been already pointed out that it is denotative of the verse (with twenty- 
four syllables);—and as a matter of fact, this particular verse is not secured 
by the deletion of syllables (in the Jagatl or Tristup). —Hence the case of 
‘ Agniatoma ’ is not analogous to that of * Qdyatrl \ 

SUTRA (21). 

Also because they are not indicated by the scriptures. 

Bhdsya. 

The presence of the Ukthya-hymns at the Bfiatdgnistoma is not indicated 
by the scriptures; hence they are set aside by the character of ‘ ending 
with the Agniatoma \ which is indicated by the scriptures. In the case in 
question, it is quite the reverse : It is the presence of the Qdyatrl verses that 
is indicated by the scriptures, while that of the Tristup and Jagatl verses 
would be based entirely upon Inference; and hence these latter cannot set 
aside the Qdyatrl verse. 

SUTRA (22). 

The name (‘ GayatrI ’) is inherent in the verses ; hence it is 

ONLY indirectly (FIGURATIVELY) THAT IT COULD APPLY TO 
THOSE THAT ARE NOT IN THAT METRE. 

• Bhdsya. 

Question —“ It has been pointed out above that the term * Qdyatrl ’ is 
actually found in the sense of the particular number, in the text—* Two 
Qdyatrls make one JagatV. —What is the answer to this ? ” 
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Answer —We have already said that * Qdyatrl * is a name that belongs 
to the verse inherently; hence, because the name is inherent in the verse, 
when it is found applied to a group of twenty-four syllables that form part 
of the Jagati, this application should be regarded as indirect (figurative). 
It is not right to attribute more than one meaning to a term, so long as it 
can be avoided.—“On what basis does the figurative application of the 
name rest ? ”—It rests on the similarity of the size,—the size of one Jagati 
being equal to that of two Gdyatrls ; it is in this sense that we have the 
assertion that ‘ Two Gdyatrls make one Jagati ’; just as we have in the 
assertion—‘ Two Kauravas (residents of Kuru) make one hdhika (resident of 
the Punjab) *. 

In fact, the assertion quoted by the Opponent is for the purpose of 
eulogising the two Gdyatrl verses.—“ How so ? ”—It is laid down that 
‘ The initiation of the Vaiahya should be done with two Gdyatrls ’;—this 
appears to be an improper assertion; because the initiation of the Vaishya 
should be done with the Jagati, —as the Vaishya has been declared to 
be ‘ Jagain ’ (related to Jagati). Hence the meaning of the sentence is that 
* what is done with two Gdyatrls is as good as done with the Jagati ’;—this is 
what is meant by the assertion that ‘Two Gdyatrls make one Jagati *. 

Thus it is found that what has been urged is no reason for taking the 
term ‘ Gdyatrl ’ as denoting number. 


SUTRA (23). 

‘‘But there is a distinct declaration’’,—if this is urged— 

[then the answer is as in the next Sutra], 

Bhdsya. 

“ What has been just said may be urged in the case where the term 
* Gdyatrl' is used by way of reference ; what would be the explanation where it 
appears as an Injunction (where it forms part of the predicate),—as in the text 
‘Three Anustups make four Gdyatrls\ —‘What difference does the word 
appearing as Injunction make ? ’—The difference is this; when a word 
appears as Injunction, there is action in accordance with it; and as a matter 
of fact, it is not possible to make four Gdyatrl verses of three Anustups ; what 
can be made are only four times twenty-four (the number). Thus the term 
‘ Gdyatrl ’ in this case must stand for the number. 

Our answer to this is as follows:— 


SUTRA (24). 

It has been already explained. 

Bhdsya. 

It is only in the one instance cited that the term ‘ Gdyatrl ’ may denote 
number ; it is not found to do so anywhere else.—“ If the term is not 
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denotative of numhetf how has it become so denotative in the instance 
just cited?”—The answer to this is that such injunction (or predication) 
is done figuratively also; for instance, in common parlance, people say— 
*Make lions of these lumps of flour*; in Vedic literature also, we find such 
assertions as— * They worship with Prathas ’;—now, because in the one 
instance cited, the term ‘ lion ’ is found used in the sense of the figure of the 
lion, it does not follow that the term * lion * is denotative of that figure: or 
the term *pratha' is denotative of mantra (because in the one instance 
cited, it is found used in that sense).—Even when a term indicates some¬ 
thing figuratively, such indication is not something which is not expressed 
by the term at all, because it is while the term denotes its own direct meaning 
that it indicates the figurative one also; if it were to abandon its direct 
denotation, it would not do any indicating at all. 

Thus then, this reason also does not prove the conclusion desired by the 
Opponent. 

SUTRA (25). 

If the term ‘ Gayatri ’ were taken as denoting the 

NUMBER, THEN THERE WOULD BE AN OPTION AT THE 

Primary Sacrifice. 

Bhdsya. 

At the primary *S’acri}?ce—of the Darsha-Purnamdaa—there would he a^i 
option if the term * Gdyatrl ’ were to be taken as denoting the Number. In 
connection with that sacrifice we read-— ^ Gay airy d paridadhydP [‘He should 
wear it with the Gdyatrl ’]; such being the assertion, there would be an 
option between the * Ajuhotd^ mantra (Rgveda, 5. 28.^6) [which is in the 
Gdyatri-meire^ and the group of twenty-four syllables obtained by deleting the 
remaining syllables of the Jagatl; —and when there is option, then, in one 
case, the Ajuhotd-mantra would be rejected ; which cannot be proper, so long 
as it can be avoided. 

For this reason also the term ‘ Gdyatrl ’ cannot stand for the number. 


SUTRA (26). 

Inasmuch as the verse has been laid down as an 

ACCESSORY, IT COULD NOT BE AS STATED**,—IF 
THIS IS URGED [then the answer is as in 
the next Sutrct]. 

Bhdsya, 

Says the Opponent—“ There can be no option at the Primary Sacrifice; 
^why ?—because the verse has been laid down as an accessory ; as a 
matter of fact, in connection with the Primary Sacrifice, it has been 
accepted that it is the (Gdyatrl) verse that is to enter into the performance; 
—it is verses that have been laid down as the Sdmidhini-mantraa; under 
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the circumstances, if one were to do the ‘ wearing* without the mrae^ the 
character of having the verse for its accessory would become set aside. It is 
for this reason that at the Primary Sacrifice, the ‘ wearing ’ would, in all 
cases, have to be done with the * Ajuhotd * verse; so that the ‘ wearing * 
would be done with the * Gdyatrl \ and the character of having the verse for 
an accessory would also be maintained. [So that there would be no option].** 


SUTRA (27). 

The same then should be the case with the Ectypal 
Sacrifice also. 

Bhdsya. 

With the Ectypal Sacrifice —i.e. with the Brhaspatisava in question— 
alsot the case should be the same as with the aforesaid Primary Sacrifice,— 
that is, at the Ectype also, it has been accepted, on the basis of the General 
Law of the Archetype and the Ectype, that the performance has to be done 
with verses ; hence there also, if verses (and not mere numbers) are employed, 
the Ahan-offering would be done with the Qdyatrl^ and the character of 
having the verses for accessories would become maintained.—Hence it 
follows that there need be no deletion of syllables (in the Jagati). 


SUTRA (28). 

And the presence of the quality is over the whole. 

Bhdsya, 

The term ‘ and ’ here is used in place of ‘ but ’; in several cases ‘ and ’ 
is used in place of ‘but’; e.g. in the expression ^ Kihcha (and) iha hhavati' 
(which really means ‘ Kintu (but) iha hhavati'). 

The quality—i.e. the number Twenty four —is present over the whole — 
i.e. over the entire Ajuhotd-verse, —not over a part of it; hence 
when that verse is used, the character of having the verse for its accessoicy 
becomes maintained, as also the Number. As regards the Brhaspatisava, 
though the number ‘ Twenty-four ’ may be present in parts of those (Jagatl 
verses) that are Admissible into it by the General Law,—yet, if the 
number is taken up in that form (as subsisting over parts of verses), the 
character of having verses as accessaries is not preserved; it is preserved if 
original Odyatrl verses are brought in.—From this it follows that if the term 
‘ Gdyatrl * were denotative of Number, it would not be possible to bring in 
the original Gdyatrl verses. 

Some people set up the following explanation of the Sutra, —The man 
who holds the term '^Qd.yatrV to be denotative of Number should be asked 
the following question:—Why do you restrict yourself to the number 
(twenty-four) as subsisting in the sylkibles only ? Why do you not take in 
the number as .subsisting in other things,—such as cups and ladles, for 
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instance ? As for the text, it appears in the most general form—‘ This 
Ahan-qffering is connected with Odyatrl ’;—and if the term ‘ Gdyatri ’ denotes 
the quality of Number, this must refer to the number of all things (not of 
the syllables only) [Hence if the number of syllables in the Jagatl is to be 
reduced to twenty-four ^ by deletion, then the number of all other things also 
should be made twenty’four]. 


StJTRA (29). 

cannot be as urged, as what we have put forward is 
A well-established fact —IF THIS IS URGED [then 
the answer is as given in the next Sutra], 

The Opponent might argue as follows :—“ It is reasonable to admit only 
that meaning of the term ‘ Gdyatri ’ which is well-established, well-known ; 
and the term is so known to be denotative of the number (twenty-four) 
as subsisting in syllables only,—not as subsisting in all things. This is the 
reason why we have not admitted the number as subsisting in all things, 
This argument should be answered as follows :— 


SUTRA (30). 

It SHOULD be so in the case in question also. 

Bhdsya, 

Just as the term * Gdyatri ’ has been found to be used in the sense of the 
number of syllables only,—similarly it has been found to be used in the sense 
of verses only (of twenty-four syllables), not in that of any other thing, 
or of any prose-piece (of twenty-four syllables) ; and just as (in your case) 
being found to be used in connection with the number of sylJabUs only, it 
is not recognised as applicable to things other than syllables,—similarly, 
inasmuch as it has been found to be used in the sense of verses, it cannot be 
right to apply it to things other than verses. 

Says the Opponent—“ Though the term * Gdyatri ’ denotes verses, —even 
so, there should he deletion of syllables.—Why so ?—Because of the 
conditions of the Archetype; as a matter of fact, by virtue of the General 
Law relating to the Archetype and the Retype, the verses that are 
admissible at the Brhaspatisava are those in the Tristup and the Jagatl 
metres,—which are what are used at the Archetype; and they do not 
become abandoned (if these same are used after deleting all the syllables 
except twenty’four) ; these parts of the Jagatl and Tristup verses are quite 
capable of being spoken of as * Gdyatri * on the basis of the similarity in the 
number of syllables. In this manner, both the injunctions become followed, 
—that relating to the Archetype as well as that relating to the 
Retype.” 

The answer to this is given in the following. Sdtra :— 
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SUTRA (31). 

Tf, even in a case where there is no doubt, the matter were 
TO be determined by the conditions of the Archetype, 

-^THEN THE SAME MIGHT BE THE CASE WITH THE 

TERM ‘SHARa’ ALSO. 

Bhdsya, 

If. even in a case where there is no doubt, —no uncertainty at all, as 
regards the exact signification of the term * Gdyatrl * as enjoined,—the 
term ‘ Gdyatrl ’ were to be taken as denoting what is not-Gdyatri, —then, in 
the case of the injunction of * Shara ’ as the * Grass * to be used,—the term 
‘ Shara ’ might be assumed to stand for Kusha, and the Grass used, 
in accordance with that Injunction, might consist of Kusha itself.—Or some 
difference between the two cases should be pointed out (why the assumption 
is possible in one case and not in the other), 

SUTRA (32). 

“Actual usage is found [to be the discriminating factor]’',— 
IF THIS is urged—[ then the answer is as given in the 
next Sutra]. 

Bhdsya, 

“ The discriminating factor is found in the shape of actual usage; as a 
matter of fact, the term ‘ Gdyatrl ’ has been actually found to be used a& 
denoting the number * Twenty-four’ as subsisting in syllables, —in the text^ 
‘Two Gdyatrls are one JagatW It is on this basis that we make the said 
assumption.” 

SUTRA (33). 

The same should be the case with ‘Shara’ also. 

Bhdsya, 

The term ‘ Shara * also is found to be used in the sense of kusha, in the 
text, ‘The kusha-forest is shara-forest itself’. 

SUTRA (34). 

“ This is figurative ”—if this is urged [then the answer is as 
in the next Sutra], 

Bhdsya. 

Says the Opponent—” In the sentence quoted, the term ‘ Shara ’ has 
been used figurative^; in fact, what the sentence ‘ this Kusha^forest is Shara- 
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foresV asserts is similarity (between the Kuaha and the Shara) in the matter 
of length and thickness of the blades; and the word ‘ Shara ’ is really used 
in its own primary sense; if it renounced its primary meaning, how could 
it signify anything ? Hence it follows that the term ‘ Shara ’ is here used 
in the sense of the Shara-graas itself, not in that of the Kuaha-graaa,'* 

SUTRA (35). 

The same should be the case with the other sentence also. 

Bhdsya. 

The aame ahould he the caae with the other aentence also —i.o. the sentence 
‘ Two Qdyatria are one Jagatl ’; here also the term * Odyatri * has been used 
figuratively, as already explained before; that term also, while denoting its 
own primary meaning (the verse)^ brings about (figuratively) the notion of 
what is similar to it. Hence the term is used in the sense of verses, not in 
that of number. From all this it follows that the term ‘ Qdyatrl' does not 
denote the number (Twenty-four); and hence there need be no deletion of 
syllables (of the Jagatl and Triatup verses). 


S0TRA (36). 

The term cannot apply to any part of a verse only ; as the 

SENSE IS NOT COMPLETE. 

Bhdsya, 

If only a part of the Triatup or Jagatl verses is taken, the sentence 
remains incomplete; and no sense can be expressed by an incomplete 
sentence;—while it is for the expressing of a sense that Mantras are used ; 
«o that the use of the Mantra itself would be futile.—Hence it follows that 
the term ‘ Gdyatri' cannot apply to what are only portions of the Tristup 
and Jagatl verses,—and that at the Brhaspatisava only those verses are to be 
introduced which are inherently in the Odyatri-metre. 


End of Pdda Hi of Adhydya VIII, 



ADHYAYA VIII. 

PADA IV. 


Adhikarana (I): The term ^ Darvihoma' is the name of 

an Act. 

SUTRA (1). 

‘ DaKVIHOMA ’ SHOULD BE REGARDED AS THE NAME OF A SACRIFICE, 
BECAUSE OF THE PRESENCE OF THE TERM ‘ HOMA 

Bhdsya. 

There is the text—‘ Yadekayd juhuydt darvihomam kurydV [‘ When one^ 
oflers one oblation, he performs the Darvihoma 

In regard to this term ‘ Darvihoma \ there arises the following question— 
Does this contain the injunction of an accessory (meaning * Homa\ oblation, 
to be offered with the * Darv%\ Ladle) ? Or is it the Proper name of an act 
of * offering ’ ? 

The answer to this question is as follows;— Darvihoma should be 
regarded as the name of a Sacrifice, —i.e. the proper name of a particular 
act;—why ?— because of the presence' of the term * homa ’; we find the term 
‘ homa ’ in the compound * Darvihoma ’; in fact, that term forms the 
predominant factor in the compound,—the term * darvi'* being the subordi¬ 
nate factor;—and Homa (oblation-offering) is an act. 

Or the term * hcrmasamyogat'* (of the Sutra) may be taken to mean ‘be¬ 
cause of the mention of the act of oblation-offering by the term juhuydt, offers 
an oblation' (in the text); the term * juhuydt' clearly speaks of an act\ and 
the phrase ‘ Yadekayd juhuydt' is made up of that term. 

Thus the conclusion is that the term is the name of an act. This con¬ 
clusion remains uncontroverted for the present [and is going to be contro¬ 
verted by the Purvapaksa set forth under Su. 6 below]. In the meantiniS,. 
we proceed to consider another matter (connected with the Darvihoma). 



Adhikarana (2): The term ^ darvihoma ’ is a name appli 
cable to ‘ Vedic ’ as well as ‘ Non-vedic ’ acts, 

StJTRA (2). 

[PCrvapaksa]—The name should be taken as applicable to 
‘ Ori:>inary ’ (Non-vedic) acts ; because the performer 

HAS BEEN SPOKEN OF THROUGH THAT TERM.” 

Bhdsya. 


If the term * darvihoma ’ is the name of an act, then there arises the 
question—Is the term * riarvi^oma * the name of ordinary (Non-vedic) acts 
laid down in Smrtist —such, for instance, as the Astakd and the like ?—Or is 
it the name of all acts, Vedic as well as Non-vedic ? 

On this question, the Purvapakaa view is as follows :—“ The name should 
he taken as applicable to Non-vedic acts; the term * darvihomn/* should be 
regarded as the name of ordinary, Non-vedic^ acts;—why ?— because the 
performer has been spoken of through that term; the performer of the acts in 
question is spoken of by means of the term * darvihoma * in the following 
text—‘ Shinindm ddrvihomiko brdhmar^ah ; ambasthdndm ddrvihomiko hrah- 
manah' [‘The Ddrvihomika Brdhmana among the Shini-people; the Ddrvi- 
homika Brdhmana among the Amhastha-people'~\; as a matter of fact, when 
a man does an act, he is called after it; e.g. the man who does the lopping 
is called the ‘ lopper ’, the man who does the cooking is called the ‘ cooker *;— 
hence if the term ‘ darvihoma * is the name of the Astakd and such acts, 
then alone can the performer of these be called * ddrvihomika \ From this 
it follows that the term in question is the name of ordinary {Non-vedic) acts.” 

StJTRA (3). 

[Siddhanta]— In reality, it should be taken as the name of 

ALL ACTS ; BECAUSE IT IS FOUND APPLIED TO THE 
‘ VASTU-HOMA \ 

Bhdsya. 

The term in question should be taken as the name of all acts—Vedic as 
well as Non-vedic; —why ?— because it is found applied to the * Vdstu-homa *; 
in the following text the name is found applied to the Vdstu-homa, which 
is a Vedic act:— *Yadekayd juhuydt darvihomam kurydt, puronuvd- 
kydmanuchya ydjyayd juhoti saMvatatvdya ’ [where the latter half refers to 
the Vdstu-hcrma\ 

OpponerU —“This text appears to show something quite to the 
contrary: The sentence *Yadekayd juhuydt darvihomam kurydV clearly 
indicates that what is spoken of here as ‘ darvihoma ’ is not the Darvihoma 
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itself [but that which may be regarded as such]. If the oblation spoken of 
were the Darvihoma itself, then it would be one and the same act spoken of 
by means of the two words; and in that case there would be no justification 
for the assertion that ‘ when one offers one oblation he performs the Darvi¬ 
homa' [‘ Yadekayd, etc.’].” 

The answer to this is as follows:—If the name ‘ Darvihoma ’ is 
applicable to Non-vedic acts only, and not to Vedic acts, then even the 
‘one oblation’ offered could never be Darvihoma [as the Ohlation-Offering 
is a Vedic act]; and in that case it would not be right to assert that ‘ when 
one offers the one oblation, he performs the Darvihoma Hence the asser¬ 
tion should be taken as indicative of the fact that Vedic acta also are 
Darvihoma. 

“Even so, you point out only an indicative; whence do you get at the 
direct admissibility ? ” 

The direct admissibility is got at from the fact of the term ‘ Homa ’ 
being a general term (including Vedic as well as Non-vedic offerings). 

From all this it follows that the term in question is the name applicable 
to Vedic as well as Non-vedic acts. 



Adhikarana (3): The term ^ Darvihoma' is the name of 
' Homa\ oblation into Fire. 

SUTRA (4). 

In reality, the term applies to acts enjoined through the 
ROOT ‘JUHOTI’^ (to offer INTO FIRE); BECAUSE OF THE 
PRESENCE OF THAT TERM. 

Bhdsya. 

It has been settled that the term * Darvihoma ’ is the name of Vedic as 
well as Non-vedic acts. 

The question that arises next is—Is the name applicable to all acts— 
those enjoined through the root *yajati" (‘to Sacrifice'), as well as those 
enjoined through the root *juholi' (* to offer into Fire') ?—or is it applicable 
to only those enjoined through the root * juhoti^ (‘ to offer into Fire*) ? 

The Purvapakaa view is that, “it should apply equally to all". 

In answer to this, the Siddhdnta is as follows:—It should apply to Homa 
(offering into Fire) only,—not to Sacrifice ;—why ?— because of the presence of 
that term ; i.e. because of the presence (in the name) of the term ‘ Homa'' ; 
the term * Homa" (in ‘Darvihoma") signifies the act of offering into Fire, 
not that of sacrificing; hence it could apply to the act of sacrifice only 
figuratively.—From this it follows that the term * Darvihoma " is the name 
of the act of offering into Fire, 



Adhikarana (4): The term ^ Darvihoma ’ is not injunctive 

of an accessory. 

StJTRA (5). 

[PObvapaksa]—“The term should be taken as the name of a 
SACRIFICIAL accessory; AS IT CLEARLY LAYS DOWN A 
DEFINITE THING.” 

Bhd^ya. 

The Purvapakain argues against the conclusion arrived at (under Su. 1), 
which was left uncontroverted:—“ It has been asserted that the term 

* Darvihoma ’ is the proper name of an act; but that is not so; as a matter of 
fact, it should he taken as the name of a sacrificial accessory ; i.e. as enjoining ’ 
a sacrificial accessory;—why so?— because it clearly lays down a 
definite thing \ the term is clearly understood as laying down a definite 
object,—the term ‘ Darvihoma ’ moaning ‘ Homa ’—‘ offering into Fire ’—• 

* darvyd ’—' with the Ladle ’; [so that it is the object, Ladle^ that is cleajly 
laid down as the instrument of the offering"] ; in this interpretation both 
the terms —* darvi' and *hom^ *—retain their well-known signification.—From 
this it follows that the term contains the injunction of a sacrificial accessory.’* 


SUTRA (6). 

[Siddhanta]—Not so ; because, as regards Non-vedic acts, the 
‘ Ladle ’ used at them is already known through 

CUSTOMARY PRACTICE, AND AS REGARDS VbDIC 
acts, other THINGS HAVE 
BEEN PRESCRIBED. 

Bhdsya. 

It is not right to take the term as laying down a sacrificial accessory. 
—Why ?—(a) As regards Non-vedic acts, the Ladle to be used at them is 
already known through customary practice^ —it being well known that the 
o^ering into Fire is to be done by means of the Leuile * which has its 
handle towards the root and which has its bark removed ’; and being well 
known, it does not need to bo enjoined.—(6) Then as regards Vedic 
acts, other vessels and implements have been prescribed in connection 
with offerings into Fire,—such as the Sruva, the Chamasa and so forth; 
under the circumstances, if the Ladle {Darvi) also were laid down for 
the same purpose, it would have to be taken an optional alternative 
to them; which would be most unreasonable; because there is a direct 
44 
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injunotion of the Sruva and other implements—in such texts as * Sruvena 
juhoti ' (‘ One makes an offering into Fire unth the Sruva'), while there is no 
such injunotion of the Ladle ; so that in the case of this latter, the injunction 
could only be inferred, 

SUTRA (7). 

Also because another implement is found mentioned. 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Darvihoma we find an entirely different 
implement (other than the Ladle) mentioned,—in the text, ‘ Bhutebhyas^ 
tveti urdhvam sruchamudgrhndti ’ [‘ Saying hkutehhyastvd, one holds aloft the 
Sruk ’] [where the Sruk is mentioned as the implement to be used at the DarvU 
hoina}. From this it follows that the name ‘ Darvihoma * is not injunctive of 
a sacrificial accessory. 

SUTRA (8). 

Similarly, in connection with Fire and the Offering-material 
ALSO (other vessels HAVE BEEN MENTIONED). 

Bhdsya, 

It might be argued that—*‘[if there are other implements laid down for 
the offering'] the Lcwile might be used in connection with the (a) Fire or (6) the 
OJfering-material; the compound * Darvi-homa ’ being taken (o) as * Homa' — 
‘ Offering’—* Darvau ’—* in the Ladle ’ (the Ladle being the receptacle of the 
Fire),—or (h) ^ Homa' —‘Offering ’—* Darveh' —‘of the Ladle* (the Ladle 
being the material offered).” 

Our answer to this is as follows:— Similarly in connection with the Fire 
and Offering’material —also; i.e. just as the Ladle cannot be used as an 
implement, so also it cannot be used in connection with Fire or the Offering- 
material ; because as a receptacle for the offering, a different thing has been 
laid down, in the shape of the Ahavantya Fire—in the text ‘ Yad dhavanlye 
juhoti', —and as the Offering-material also, something quite different has 
been laid down, in the shape of the Cake and other things.—Thus the Ladle 
could not be used even for the purposes of the Fire and the Offering-material. 


SUTRA (9). 

The connection with the purpose has already been explained. 

Bhdsya. 

It has been already explained by us that the purpose served by Fire 
cannot be served by anything else; for instance, it is Fire alone that can 
serve the purpose of burning, cooking and illumining; no other thing can 
serve all this purpose; hence the Ladle could never be laid down as serv¬ 
ing the purpose of Fire. 
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From all this it follows that the name ‘ Darvihoma * should not be taken 
as laying down a sacrificial accessory; it must be taken as the name of a 
. particular act. 


[This Adhikarana has not been taken as distinct from the preceding ones— 
by Mandana Mishra.] 



Adhikaraija (5): The * Darvihoma’ is an independent 

act by itself. 

Bhd^ya, 

It has been explained that the term ‘ darvihoma* is the name of an 
act.—The question to be considered now is—Are the Darvihoma offerings 
independent acts ? Or do they borrow the details from other acts ? 

The Purvapakea (A) view is as follows:—“They are not independent 
acts;—why ?—because no Procedure has been laid down in connection with 
them. As a rule, when an act has no Procedure laid down in connection 
with itself, it borrows the details from another act in connection with 
which the Procedure has been laid down;—the Darvihomas are acts in 
connection with which the Procedure has not been laid down;—it follows 
therefore that they are dependent upon other acts.” 

“ This being so, the next question that arises is—On what act are they 
dependent ?—In answer we have the following Sutra — 

SUTRA (10). 

“ It is the Procedubb of tub Soma.-saorifice that should be 

ADOPTED AT IT, BECAUSE OF ‘ INDISTINCTNESS 

Bhdsya, 

At it —i.e. at the Darvihoma—the Procedure of the Soma-sacrifice shcnild 
he adopted', —why?— because of indistinctness; the injunction of the Soma- 
sacrifice is ‘ indistinct ’ (in the sense that the Deity and the Offering-material 
are not mentioned in the injunction of the sacrifice itself,—as explained 
under 8. 1. 16);—and the injunction of the Darvihoma offerings also is 
‘indistinct’ (in the same sense),—appearing as it does in such forms as 
* Bhinne juhoti" (‘offers the Homa on breakage’);—hence, on the basis of 
the similarity of these injunctions, the Procedure to be adopted at the 
Darvihoma should be that of the Soma-sacrificed 

SUTRA (11). 

[SiddhInta]— In reality, it is not so; because of the connec¬ 
tion WITH THE SYLLABLE ‘ SVAHA ’ ; ALSO BECAUSE THE 
SYLLABLE ‘ VA§AT ’ IS USED IN COURSE OF THE 

Soma, the other is precluded. 

Bhdsya. 

The particle ‘va’ (‘in reality’) indicates the rejection of the view set 
forth above. 
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It is not right to adopt, at the Darvihoma, the Procedure of the Soma- 
sacrifice ;—why ?— because of the connection with the ayUahle * svdhd ’; Darvi^ 
homa offerings are connected with the syllable ^ svdhd \ —the rruintras used 
being * Prthivyai svdhd \ * Antariksdya svdhd*, —“ What if that is so?”— 
Because the syllable * va§at ’ is used in course of the Sonva-sacrifice^ there is 
preclusion; i.e. in course of the Soma-offering, the syllable used is *vasap*, 
hence there is preclusion of the other; because both the syllables 
svdhd* and ^vasat*) are expressive of the act of offering [and hence both 
cannot be used]; so that if the Procedure a<dopted is that of the Soma* 
sacrifice, the syllable used should be ‘ va§at ’; and in that case the men¬ 
tion of the syllable * svdhd ’ would be meaningless. If the two syllables are 
regarded as optional alternatives, then too there would be this incongru¬ 
ity that each of the two would be rejected in one case or the other.—If, on 
the other hand, the Darvihoma offerings are regarded as independent acts, 
then there is none of all this incongruity. Hence it follows that the said 
offerings are independent acts by themselves. 

8UTRA (12). 

Because the terms are entirely different. 

Bhdsya, 

The term *juhoti* is entirely different from the term ^yajati*; —the 
Soma-sacrifice has been enjoined through the term *yajati*, while the 
Darvihoma offerings have been enjoined through the term * juhoti* ;—the 
transference of details has been held to be possible onlj^ in the case of in¬ 
junctions being similar;—hence for this reason also it cannot be right to 
adopt, at the Darvihoma, the details of the Soma-sacrifice, 

But it has been pointed out that there is this similarity in the 
two injunctions that both are indistinct.** 

The answer to this is as follows—While there is similarity between the 
two on the ground of ‘indistinctness’, there is dissimilarity (or difference) 
on the ground of the term * yajati* being used in one case (and * juhoti* in 
the other case); and it is only when a number of actions enjoined through 
the term * yajati* are found to be ‘indistinct’, that there is transference of 
details among them; just as, though there is similarity among several sacri¬ 
fices on account of the offerings at all of them consisting of grains, yet at 
the Saurya, the procedure adopted is that of the Agneya on the ground 
of both these having only one deity. 

SUTRA (13). 

Also because we find texts indicative of the same conclusion. 

Bhdsya. 

Inasmuch as we find indicative texts, it follows that the procedure to 
be adopted at the Darvihoma is not that of the S<mia-sacrifice: In 
connection with the Audumharl-Homa, having laid down the use of the 
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syllable * svdha the text goes on to say, in relation to the sentence laying 
down Clarified Butter—* Qhftlna dydvdprthivl dprnetyantard hand juhoti^ 
dmuldt avasrdvayati, bhumigatS 8vdhdkaroti\ —If the procedure of the 
Soma^sacrifice were meant to be adopted, the syllable to be used should 
have been laid down as * vasat* (which is peculiar to the Soma)^ —not 
^ svdha \ 

StJTRA (14). 

[Objection] — The syllable ‘ svaha ’ is for the subsequent 
(modified) offering,—LIKE THE NUMBER * SEVENTEEN ’ ; HENCE 
THE ADOPTION OF THE PROCEDURE (OF THE SoMA) DOES 
NOT BECOME PRECLUDED MERELY BY VIRTUE OF 
THE INDICATIVE TEXT,—AS IN THE 
CASE OF THE AnIMAL.” 

Bhdsya, 

The Purvapakaln answers the argument put forward (in the preceding 
Sutra) on the basis of the indicative cited—“It has been argued that 
in connection with the Audumharl-Homa, the use of the syllable * svdha ’ is 
found to be mentioned as a well-established fact, which indicates that 
the Procedure of the Soma is not to be adopted.—Our answer to this is 
as follows:— The syllable * svdha * is for the subsequent offering^ like the 
number * seventeen \ —In connection with the Sdmidhent verses, the number 
seventeen has been mentioned in an isolated sentence—* Recites the 
seventeen Sdmidhent verses ’ ; and as all that is spoken of in an isolated 
sentence goes with the Primary Sacrifice, the said number seventeen 
has been taken as related to the Darsha-Purnamdsa ;—but it becomes 
set aside by the number fifteen which pertains to the Darsha-Purnamdsa 
by virtue of its Context —and consequently the number seventeen (thus 
deflected from the Primary) becomes connected with the modified form of 
that Primary.— [Vide above, 3. 6. 9.]—Similarly, in the case in question, 
the syllable svdha has been mentioned in an isolated sentence—‘ Offering- 
materials are offered to deities either with the syllable svdha or with the 
syllable vasaV ;—as in the case of the Sdtnidhem, this syllable becomes inclined 
to enter into the two Primary Sacrifices —Soma and Darsha-Purr^mdsa ;—but 
becoming precluded therefrom by the syllable * vasat', it becomes deflected 
from the Primaries to that extent and finds place in the other offerings.— 
Under the circumstances, the adoption of the Procedure of the Soma-sacrifice does 
not become (entirely) precluded, — as in the case of the Animal. —In connection 
with the Animal, the number seventeen having been declared, the Procedure 
of the Darsha-Purnamdsa does not become precluded,—because of the fact 
of the number ‘ seventeen * being directly laid down in a text. In the same 
manner, in the case in question, inasmuch as the syllable * svdha * has been 
directly declared, the mere perception of the Indicative does not preclude 
the adoption of the Procedure of the Soma-sacrifice.'* 

The term *punah* (in the Sutra) has no significance (it is superfluous), 
—just like such expressions as ‘ Kimpunaridam* (‘ What to sfi^y of this ! *). 
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SUTRA (15). 

[Answer to the above objection] — In reality, it cannot be for the 

SUBSEQUENT OFFERING ; AS IT IS OF USE (AT THE PRIMARY 
SACRIFICE ITSELF) ; AND OF WHAT PERTAINS TO THE 

Primary, there can be preclusion only 
WHEN IT is of no USE. 

Bhdsya. 

It has been argued that the syllable ‘ svdhd ’ is for the subsequent (modi¬ 
fied) offering.—But it is not so.—Why ?— Because it cannot he for the suhse^ 
quent offering, as it is of use ; as a matter of fact, it serves a useful purpose at 
the Primary sacrifice itself,—in connection with the Ndristahoma offerings, as 
also in connection with the two Pdrvana-homa offerings,—where the mantra 
used is ^ Purr^amdsdya surddhase svdhd'* (where the syllable ‘ svdhd* comes 
in).— Of what pertains to the Primary, there can be preclusion only when 
it is of no use ; if the syllable ‘ svdhd ’ were of no use at the Primary 
sacrifice, then alone could there be preclusion, by virtue of the isolated 
sentence, of the syllable * vasat* at the modified offering, —which latter 
syllable would como in at it as pertaining to its Primary Original [i.e. 
the syllable * svdhd* would displace the syllable ‘ at the modified 

offering, only if that syllable could not be used at the Primary sacrifice 
itself]; as a matter of fact however, it does serve a useful purpose at it;— 
hence it cannot be regarded as being for the subsequent (modified) offering. 
—And when it is not for the subsequent offering, then the text quoted— 
* Bhumigate svdhdkdroti* —does become rightly indicative of the fact that 
the Procedure of the Soma-sacrifice has no place at the Darvihoma 
offerings. 

SUTRA (16). 

[Objection] —“ At the Primary sacrifh^e, it would not find a 
PLACE ’’—if this is URGED [then the answer is as in the 
next Sutra]. 

Bhdsya, 

Says the Opponent—“If your view is that the syllable ^ svdhd* cannot 
find place in the Ndristahomas or in the Pdrvana-hotnas, —then, it would 
not be possible for that syllable to find place in the Ndristahoma, even 
when this latter is performed in connection with the Primary sacrifice; 
and there also the syllable ‘ txisap ’ would have to be admitted ; as this latter 
has been laid down in connection with the Darsha-Purnamdsa without 
any qualification, in the following text—‘ Dvyaksaro vaaatkdrah, em 
vai prajdpatih saptadasho yaj'dP anvaydtte*, —‘But the syllable svdhd 
also has been directly mentioned,’—True, it has been mentioned', the 
syllable * va^aP, on the other hand, has been enjoined*, that is why of this 
latter we have the Injunction.—In fact, the sentence * Ndsifa yajho 
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vyathate prajdpatau yajMna pratitiathati' (where * prajdpati* stands for 
the syllable *vamt') serves to set aside the syllable * svdhd* which would 
come in only by virtue of being mentioned; because, in the case of mere 
mention, the injunction is purely inferential, and as such is set aside by 
an Injunction which is direct.—If then the syllable ‘ svdhd ’ cannot find place 
at the primary, then it must find room at the subsequent (modified) 
sacrifice.” 

SUTRA (17). 

[Answer] — It has been already explained that when there is a 

CONFLICT, WHAT COMES LATER IS WEAKER. 

Bhdsya. 

The answer given to the above objection is as follows:—It is not right 
that the syllable * svdhd ’ should be taken as set aside by the syllable 

* vasat'", —Why?—Because it has been explained (under Su. 3. 3. 14) 
that whenever there is a conflict among Direct Assertion and the 
other means of determining subsidiary character, that which comes later is 
weaker than that which has gone before;—now, in the case in question, 
there is conflict between * Syntactical Connection* and ‘Context’,—the 
Context indicating the syllable * vasal", while the syllable * svdhd" would 
come in by virtue of its being syntactically connected with the words of the 
Mantra used at the Ndrisfahomas ;—and Syntactical Connection is alwaj^s 
stronger than Context.—“ The syllable ' vasat" signifying the act of 
giving away may be used after the syllable ‘ svdhd", ”—But the uttering of 
the syllable ‘ svdhd" does not accomplish the offering ; how can the syllable 

* svdhd", which has not been laid down as meaning, offering, serve the 
purpose of bringing about the offering ? Kven if it were laid down as 
meaning offering, how could the offering-material be offered to the deities 
by means of the sy liable ‘ svdhd" or ‘ \xx8at" ?—“ Inasmuch as both the syllables 
— svdhd and vaaap —have been laid down in connection with the Primary sacri¬ 
fice, what is said in reference to no particular sacrifice becomes meaningless.” 
—It is for this reason that we say that it would serve the purpose of 
laying down the fact of the two syllables (‘ svdhd " and ‘ vasal") signifying the 
act of offering, —From all this it follows that the Darvihoma offerings are 
not the modifications of the Soma-offering. 


SOTRA (18). 

[PfiRVAPAKSA (B)]—“ Or, THE DETAILS OF THESE WOULD COME 
FROM THE ‘ I^TI ' ; AS THESE DETAILS ARE ALREADY OPERATIVE, 
THEIR INJUNCTIONS WOULD BE THERE.’’ 

Bhd^ya, 

The particle ‘ vd *, ‘ or indicates the taking up of another view. 

“The term ‘ Tachchodandh*, ‘ Details of these’, stands for the Darvihomas; 
the meaning is that the details of procedure that would be adopted at the Darvi- 
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homaa would be just those subsidiary Homaa that form part of the Daraha* 
Pummmdaa. — * What are those ? *—They are the Ndriatahomaa. —‘ Why 
should these be adopted ? ’—Because these are the Homaa that are already 
operative; that is, these Homaa are found to be operating in all * I§ti\ 
as well as in all ^ Pa8hubandha\ sacrifices; and when a feature has been 
actually seen with an act in most cases, it is inferred to be there even when 
it is not actually seen; for instance, when a man has been seen to do good 
to others in many cases, it is he who is inferred to have done the good 
that has been done by some unknown man.—For this reason the 
Ndriatahomaa should be adopted at the Darvihomaa,*' 

SUTRA (19). 

“ Also becausi5 of the force of words.” 

Bhdsya. 

** There is also the force of worda, —in the shape of the similarity of 
Injunctions of the Darvihofnaa and the Ndriafahomas ; the injunction of Homa 
at the Ndriatahornaa is in the form * Ndriatdn juhoti\ while that of the 
Darvihoma is in the form ‘ Bhinne juhoti ’—and through this similarity of 
Injunctions, tl:\ere should be adoption of the details.” 

8UTRA (20). 

“ Also because we find texts indicative of the same 

CONCLUSION.” 

Bhdsya. 

There is a text also which points to the conclusion that the Darvi- 
homaa derive their details from the Ndriatahornaa, —‘ What is that indi¬ 
cative ? ’—In connection with Agnihotra we read—‘ Yadi klto^vapadyeta antah- 
paridhi ninayeP [‘If an insect should fall in, it should be put under the 
Paridhi']; —again in connection with Agniy we read— ^ Antarvddi tipthan 
advitrdni juhoti'^ [‘Standing within the Altar, he offers the oblations to 
Savitr"*] ;—the Paridhi as well as the Altar, being of use at the Primary as 
well as the Subsidiary sacrifices, are parts of the Ndriatahoma ; so that what 
has been declared in the two texts just quoted would be possible only if the 
details of the Ndriatahornaa were operative.—Hence it follows that the 
details of the Ndriatahornaa are to be adopted at the Darvihomaa,^' 

StJTRA (21). 

[Answer to Purvapaksa {B) set forth in Su. 18] — What has been 

CITED AS INDICATIVE OF DETAILS CANNOT BE SO INDICATIVE ; 

AS IT IS THE ABSENCE OF THE DETAILS 
THAT IS THE REASON. 

Bhdsya, 

What has been cited as indicative of the adoption of the details of the 
Ndriatahoma cannot be so indicative; that is, it does not prove what 
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it has been cited to prove.—Why so ?—Because it is the absence of the 
‘details that is the * reason *; that is, in connection with the Tryamhakas, 
it has been thus declared—‘ They say that Tryamhakas are unstable; 
fuel and grass are not got together; the Pmi/a^a-sacrifices are not offered ; 
the Sdmidhlnl verses are not recited *; this text, having declared the 
unstable character of the Tryamhakas, puts forward the absence of 
fuel and the rest as the reason in support of that declaration. If the 
Ndristahomas were to find room in the Darvihomas, —then the Fuel, the 
'Grass and the Sdmidkenxs would all be present at the Tryamhakas, as all these 
three are of use at the Primary as well as the Subsidiary sacrifices. And in 
that case the absence of these, being non-existent, could not serve as a reason 
for the declaration in question.—For this reason the Ndristahomas cannot 
find room at the Darvihomas. 


SUTRA (22). 

“It may be an-IN junction,”—if this is urged [then the 
answer is as given in the following Siitra]. 


Bhdsya, 

The Opponent argues—“If you think that what has been cited is not 
an indicative, then why cannot it be taken as an Injunction ? The Fuel 
and the rest being admissible on the ground of the Ndristahomas being the 
required Primary, the text that prohibits the use of these, being regarded 
as an Injunction, would lay down something not already known. If it 
were a more reference, it could not lead to any activity, and as such, would 
serve no useful purpose.” 

This assertion having been made, the author refutes it in the following 
Sutra — 

SUTRA (23). 

That cannot be ; as it is supplementary to another 
Injunctive Sentence. 

Bhdsya. 

The sentence in question cannot be an Injunction.—“ Why ? ”—Because 
there is another text which contains the Injunction—viz. ‘ Adityam charum 
nirvapU punarUya grhesu' [‘Returning to the house, one should offer 
Cooked Rice to Aditi']; and the sentence in question is supplementary to 
this Injunction.—“ How do you know that ? ”—Because the Injunction 
just quoted stands in need of what is said in the sentence in question. 
After having declared the defect in the sentence—‘ The Tryamhakas are 
unstable *, the text goes on to say ‘ Returning home, one should offer 
Cooked Rice to Aditi,—this is Aditi,—this is stability,—inasmuch as it is 
herein that Aditya rests.’ It is clear from this that the offering to Aditi 
has been enjoined for the purpose of remedying the said defect of 
unstability ; the two sentences therefore are construed together. In 
between these two sentences come in all those sentences that, speak of “ The 
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Fuel and Grass, etc.” ; and it is only reasonable that these latter also 
should be construed with,—and taken as supplementary to,—that same 
Injunction. Under the circumstances, if these were taken as Injunctions, 
they would have to be separate sentences; and this would militate against 
the aforesaid syntactical connection among the three sets of sentences; and 
it would also involve the incongruity of interrupted (far fetched) construc¬ 
tion. As a matter of fact also, the sentences in question have no injunctive 
force, being as they are in the form of reference (mere description).—For 
these reasons, these sentences cannot be regarded as Injunctions. 

Question —“What is the reason that, though both the sentences are 
equally indicative in their character, that speaking of ‘ under the Paridhi * 
is not regarded as proving anything, while the other one is accepted as an 
effective proof ? ” 

Answer —This difference between the two sentences, we shall point out 
later on (towards the end of this Adhikarana). 

SUTRA (24). 

[PCrvapaksa (C)]—''The Procedure that should come in should 
BE THAT OF THOSE SACRIFICES AT WHICH THE HOMA IS 
OFFERED INTO THE OTHER TWO (FiRES) ; AS 
THEBE WOULD BE NO INCONGRUITY 
INVOLVED IN THIS.” 

Bhdsya. 

“ The Procedure to C07ne in {to the Darvihomas) should be that of those 
Sacrifices at which the Homa is offered into the other two Fires, —i.e. that of 
the Patnlsamydjas ,—Why so ?—Because there would he no incongruity involved 
in this ,—such as has been pointed out (in Su. 21) in the case of the adoption 
of the Procedure of the Ndristahomas; as in this latter c€tse it was the 
‘absence of the details’ that was the ‘reason’. As for the Patnisamydjas 
on the other hand, the ‘ Fuel and the Grass ’ and the ‘ SdmidhSni verses ’ do 
not form part of them at all; and hence there is nothing incongruous in the 
mention of their absence. These also are Sacrifices that are already operative, 
and these also have been enjoined through the root ^ juhoti^ (reasons urged 
in Su. 18, in favour of the Ndristahomas );—the injunction being in the 
form * Saha patnyd juhoti \—From all this it follows that the Procedure 
to be adopted should be that of the PatnisamydjasF 

SCTRA (25). 

{Anaioer to above Purvapaksa ((7)] —At that Saceifice, Geaih- 

OFFERINGS HAVE BEEN ENJOINED,—AND THESE WOULD HAVE 
TO BE ADOPTED ON THE CORRESPONDING OCCASIONS. 

Bhdsya, 

What has been asserted above cannot be right.—Why ?—Because at 
that Sacrifice —i.e. at the Darvihoma — grain-offerings have been laid down — 
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viz. * The Cake at the Tryamhakaa^ Karamhha-veaselst Rice * and so forth;— 
and theae would have to he adopted on the correaponding occaaiona; i.e. these 
grain-offerings occupying the same position (at the Darvihoma) as the 
Clarified-Butter-offeringa (at the Patnlaarhydjaa) would have to take in the 
characteristic details of the Clarified-Butter; and yet it is not possible to 
carry out these details in connection with the grain-offerings; in fact, even 
if they were carried out, they would serve no useful purpose; so that the 
General Law (of the Ectype being performed like the Archetype) would be set 
at nought. Thus it is clear that there is no need for the details of the 
Patmaamydjas to be adopted at the Darvihoma. As for the Ydjyd and the 
Anuvdkyd, they could be carried out by means of another Mantra^ and the 
purposes of the syllable ‘ vaaat' would be served by the syllable ‘ svdhd *. 


SUTRA (26). 

[PCrvapaksa (D)]— “On account of the Indicative, the 

PROCEDURE TO BE ADOPTED SHOULD BE THAT OF THE 
SUBSEQUENT ‘HoMAS*.’' 

Bhdsya. 

** The Procedure to be adopted should be that of the Pistalepa-homa 
and the Phallkarana-homa; —why?— on account of the Imlicntive; i.e. 
because of the common factor of Grain-offerings ; so that this view is not 
open to the objection urged against the case of the Patnlsamydjaa, —where 
it has been pointed out that the details adopted would serve no useful 
purpose. Because in this case, the details connected with Grains^ —such as 
cooking and the rest—could certainly be carried out.—Hence it is the 
Procedure of these two Homds that should be adopted at the Darvihoma ” 


SUTRA (27). 

[Answer to Purvapak§a (D )]— But these two (Homas) are of 
THE nature of ‘ DISPOSAL ’; hence the ‘ Darvihoma ’ 

CANNOT BE REGARDED AS THE ‘ MODIFIED 
FORM OF THESE. 

Bhdsya. 

But —what has been suggested cannot be ewcepted;—why ?—because 
the said two Homas are of the nature of ‘ Disposal offerings *; while the Darvi- 
homas 8ire ‘ Principal offerings ’; the difference between them therefore is 
immense; while transference of details between sacrifices has been held to 
be based upon similarity. 

It has been argued that the details relating to the grain-offerings can 
be carried out. But as a matter of fact, being of the nature of * Disposal 
offerings’, the two Homaa in question cannot serve to indicate the 
transference of cooking and such other details. Hence for tb&t same reason 
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it is not possible for the Darvihotna to have these two Homas for their 
original Archetype; nor would it be right (even if it were possible). 

Hence this (fourth) Purvapalcsa view also is not right. 

Thus it is found that the Darvihomas cannot borrow the details from 
any other sacrifices. Hence it follows that they must be regarded as 
independent sacrifices by themselves. 

SDTRA (28). 

When there is a comminolino of confuctino indicatives, it 

FOLLOWS THAT THEBE IS NO TRANSFERENCE OF DETAILS *, 
BECAUSE INJUNCTIONS ARE INHERENTLY RESTRICTED IN 
THEIIi SCOPE, AND HENCE WHAT THEY ENJOIN 
CANNOT BE TRANSFERABLE ; SUCH 
TRANSFERENCE IS PERMISSIBLE 
ONLY WHERE THERE IS A 
DISTINCT DECLARATION 
TO THAT EFFECT. 

Bhdsya, 

Question —Where there are indicatives in support of both sides, why 
should it be concluded that there is to be no transference of details ? ” 

Answer—When there is a commingling of conflicting indicatives, it is not 
right to accept the transference of details in accordance with these indica¬ 
tives ;—why ?— because the injunctions are inherently restricted in their scope ; 
as a matter of fact, the text of the Injunctions is such as limits their scope; 
some injunctions are found in connection with the Darsha-Purnamdsa, and 
some with the Soma ; hence what they enjoin cannot he transferable ; if they 
are transferred to any act other than that in connetion with which the 
Injunction is found, then the * context ’ becomes annulled. It is for this 
reason that it is concluded that there is to bo no transference or borrowing 
of details from any other sacrifice (in the case of the Darvihoma). 

Question —“ Is this then the universal rule that there is to be no trans¬ 
ference of details at all ? ” 

The answer to this is that Transference is permissible only when there is 
a distirvct declaration to that effect; e.g. in the case of the marrage-rites of the 
Rd^prabhrts, —In cases where there is no such declaration, the acts in 
question must be regarded as independent. 

Question —“ What is the answer to the two indicatives that have been 
quoted (under SO. 20)—(a) ‘If an insect fall in, etc.’, (6) ‘Standing within 
the altar, etc.’ ? ” 

Answer —Inasmuch as these assertions have no reason in their support, 
they have to be taken in a figurative sense,—* Antahparidhi ’ being taken as 
standing for the pUice of the Paridhi, and ‘ AunlarvldV for the place of the 
altar,—because neither the Paridhi nor the Altar is actually present (at the 
Darvihoma)* Just as in the case of such assertions as ‘ rajant me katufuyati * 
(‘ The Paint is itching ’), ‘ tilako mi spandate ’ (‘The mark on the forehecMi is 
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throbbing*),—when there is no painty nor the forehead-mark t the terms 
‘ paint ’ and * forehead-mark ’ are taken as figuratively standing for the spot 
where they are generally found. 

[This last Question and Answer has been taken by Man lana Mishra as a 
distinct Adhikarana,] 


End of Pdda iv of Adhydya VIII. 
End of Adhydya VIII. 


End of Vol. II. 
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Abhigharanay no ‘ Remnant ’ or 
‘ Another Vessel ’ with, 743. 

AbhyudaySsti, performed oven when 
material prepared, 

1119. 

‘ displaeement ’ of Dei¬ 
ties at, 1112. 

,. yjerformod on Moon 

rising—with mate¬ 

rials prepared for 
deities of modified 
IsUy 1121 . 

if performed after pre¬ 
paration of part of 
material,—the rest to 
be completed without 
reference to a Deity, 
1123. 

Acquiring of Property—subserves 

Man’s purpose, 711. 

Action, what subserves purposes of, 

709. 

,, things like Milking Vessel 
do not subserve purpose of, 

710. 

Agndvai.f^ivay takes details of Agnt- 
somlyay 1370, 

Aghdray actions like—are subsidiary, 
853. 

Adhikdranydyay 904. 

Agmchity observances of—during Rains, 
—come after Agnichayanay 933, 

Agnihotra-ndya, Agnihotra to be per¬ 
formed at its own time, 1033. 

Agnihotray to bo repeated at its own 
time, 1034. 

,, names like—are indicative 

of transference of details, 
1266. 

,, and other acts performed 

with consecrated Fire, 
931, 


Agnifiomiya Patthn, at—Procedure of 
D ar sh a-Purna- 
mdsa adopted, 
1329. 

,, ,. Vessels of Praydja 

and Annydjay — 

used at, 909. 

Agnistomay to precede all sacrifices, 
940, 944. 

Ahan-ojferingy connected with Qdyatrl 
through Mantras inherently Odyatrty 
13H0. 

AgJmrganaSy take details of Satray 1307. 

„ Procedure of Dvddashdha 

adopted at, 1334. 

‘ Along with Branch ’ lays down timey 
1108. 

Altar, sixth— is contingent, 843. 

ArnanahomaSy subsidiary to SdAgra- 
hdyanl, 836. 

Animal-sacrifice, details of Agnl- 
somiya adopted at, 1330. 

Animal-Group-sacrificea, details of 
Kkddashina ailopted at, 1332. 

Animal sacrificed to Agni-Soma — 
must be a goaty 1222. 

Anointing of Post, includes Engirdlingy 
903. 

Anticipation of acci'saories, 884. 

,, No—of details at DarshOy 

893. 

Anuydja-^y performed after Agni- 
MdnUa offerings, 822. 

AvaddnUy includes actual offeringy 902. 

Avaklrnl-PashUy offered in Uncon- 
secrated Fire, 1215. 

AvabhrtJWy indicates tranaferejnee of 
details of SomOy 1275. 

Bahispavamdnay verses added to— 
come after Parydsa, 923. 

Bahubija sacrifice, one whole Ulukhala 
to be used at, 907, 
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Black antelope-skin, throwing of—is a 
disposal. 111, 

Bough-cutting, securing of Branch, the 
motive for, 765. 

Branch, throwing of—is a Disposal, 
not a fruitful act, 768. 

Bricks, are auxiliary to Fire, 927. 
Brhaspatisava ispfivt of VdjapP.ya, 818. 
Breakage, Homa on—is auxiliary to 
Darsha-Purimmdsa, 1142. 

Bringing in, is the motive for securing 
Clarified Butter, 748. 

Cake, when n portion becomes spoilt, 
another should bo brought in, 
1073. 

,, if St^isiakrt slice is spoilt, another 
slice shall not be cut, 1076. 

,, when whole burnt, expiation 
should be performed, 1083. 
Carving, etc., to bo performed first over 
the Agniya offering, 947. 

Chaturhotr Homa, to be performed by 
one who has not installed the Fires, 
1204. 

Chitrinl Bricks, to bo put in Central 
Hearth, 929. 

„ ..to be put in before 

Lokamprxid Brick, 
930. 

Clarified Butter in the Upabhrt, used 
at Praydjas and 
Anuydjas, 750. 

,, ,, in the Upabhrt, mean¬ 

ing of pouring, 753. 

,, ,, -offering, not postpon¬ 

ed till after the 
Soma, 968. 

Complementary Details bring about 
Transcendental Results, 727. 
Compidsory acts, performance of all 
details, not essential in, 1039. 
Conflict, cases of—between indications 
of Material and Deity,—transference 
of details determined by Material, 
1346. 

Cow *0 steps —not the motive for 
bringing the cov), 733. 

Curd-cup offering is compulsory, 838. 
Curdled Bits, seciving of—is the 
motive for putting curds into hot 
milk, 730. 


Curds and such things appertain to 
Compulsory, and Optional or Con¬ 
tingent Acta, 798. 

Daiva acts, 1216. 

Daksindgni, offerings into—not post¬ 
poned, 891. 

Darsha, only one performer at, 1016. 
Darsha-Purnamdsa-nydya (A), 813. 

„ „ „ (B), 815. 

,, ,, not to be performed 

by one without three 

gotra-B?i^* 1006. 

„ and other sacrifices— Homa 

contingent on Breakage, 
etc,, must be performed, 
1035. 

,. at—for AbhyuditPspl —there is 

displacement of details due 
to certain contingencies, 

1112. 

Pumamdsa —no transference 
of Archetypal to 
eotypal Saurya, 
1.337. 

Darvihoma, name of an act, 1391. 

„ ,, of Vodic and Un- 

vodic acts, 1392. 

., of Homa, 1394. 
not injunctive of accessory, 
1395. 

,, an independent act, 1.398. 
Debts three—payment of—incum¬ 

bent on three Higher Castes, 1037. 
Details, transferred—are those of a 
particular sacrifice, 1321. 

Dlksanlya acts like—are subsidiary 

to Jyolisloma, 859. 

Disconnections in case of simul¬ 
taneous—Option between * no Foe ’ 
and ‘ Entire Property ’ as Foe, 1146. 
Disconnection, in case of two—expia¬ 
tion to be that prescribed for the 
later one, 1148. 

„ of Udgdtr —^ Entire Pro¬ 

perty ’ given as Fee, 
1160. 

„ at Ahargaiyi —all sacri¬ 

fices not to be repeated, 

1152. 

Dvddashdha, details adopted with dif¬ 
ferentiation, 1364. 
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Dvddaahdhay details adopted at Trivfi- 
^ charu, 1372. 

,, details adopted at Sam- 

sthdyana sacrifices, 1376. 
‘ Dvayoh pranayanti ’ —does not in¬ 
dicate transfer¬ 
ence of Details, 
1282. 

,, ,, stands for Fetching 

of Fire at two 
middle parts of 
Chdtur md ay a, 
1285. 

Dung and Blood— not the motive for 
bringing of animal, 737. 

Ectypos to be completed on the samt‘ 
day, 960. 

,, of Sdnna/yya atid Agnlmmlya 

offerings—to be put off till 
after the Soma-saorifice, 962. 
,, of Sorna-aacrifice —to com(' 

after Darsha FurnamdHay 
963. 

‘ Fkahrdhrnandniy etc.’, extends Injunc¬ 
tion to ‘ Five offering Materials 
1245. 

‘ Rkahrdhniariahy etc.’, transfers In¬ 
junction and Oommendation to 
Ekakapdla and Aindragna, 1249. 
Ekadaahimiy animal-sacrifices—Proce¬ 
dure of Savarviya adoptedy 133. 
Embellishments of, restrictive, 783. 

,, subserve the purposes of 

sacrifices, 789. 

,, of Sacrificer come before 

wearing of gold-orna¬ 
ment, 915. 

Engirdling included under ‘ Anointing ’, 
903. 

Expiation, performed, if Moon rises, 
1126. 

„ ,, even when there 

are several or 
simultaneous dis¬ 
connection, 1146. 

Fire-installation—in connection with 
— ‘unmeasured 
wealth ’ stands for 
great wealth, 1193. 
„ „ ‘unmeasured ’— 

stands for more than 
1000, 1193. 


Fire-installation—only one man 

entitled, 987. 

„ re-installation,—when Fire goes 
out, 1095- 

‘ Five-Plattor ’ offering is a distinct act, 
1097. 

,, ,, is subsidiary to 

contingent 
Daraha, 1098. 

Forbidden acts, bring evil results, 1028. 
Fruit, no transference of, 1337. 

Cambling, subsidiary to sacrifices, 831. 
,, ,, ,, RajaadyOy 833. 

„ to be done before Ahhis^kay 
913. 

Gargalrlrdtray at— Kindling done of 
unconsecrated Fire, 1293. 
Gavdmayana, at—Initiation before 
Full Moon Day of MdghUy 

1131. 

„ at—Pnjcodure of Ekdha to 

bo adopted, 1313. 

Goat, is the animal sacrificed to Agni- 

SornUy 1222 . 

Gold-pieces, offering of-—takes detail 
of Grain-offering y 1349. 

Holdingy is auxiliary to Sctcrifice, 927. 
HomUy what is, 785. 

,, in connection with Upana/yana, 
performed in unconsecrated 
Fire, 1209. 

Honey and Water take details of 
Clarified Butter related to Updrh- 
shuydjay 1352. 

Husk, winnowing of— not the motive 
for Potsherds, 735. 

Initiation, complete, only after Dik- 
sanlyd Isfiy 935. 

,, continues for Twelve days, 

1129. 

,, if put off,—comiected restric¬ 

tions should be put off, 1135. 
Injunctions, of Performer, Place, 
Fire, and substance are restrictive, 
780. 

Introduction to Adhyaya IV, 707, 729. 
Istiy details of— not transferred to 
o m as acrifice^ 
1323. 

,, ,, transferred to Ain- 

drdgnay etc., 1327. 
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Juku, etc., to be secured afresh, in 
common for all sacrifices, 1172. 
Jyotistoma, ectype of—must be pre- 
coded by A gnifitoma^ 941. 
,, When put off,—the Re¬ 

trospective Homas not 
to bo performed, 1137. 

„ Begging and Buying at— 

Compulsory and Essen¬ 
tial, 1218. 

,, acts like ‘ Living on Milk 

—('ssontial, 1220. 

,, ‘ Eating at latter ])art of 

night not essential, 

1221. 

‘ Knlafijanydya 1028. 

‘ Kdnddnusamayanydya ’ : Principle of 
all in a body to each at a time, 899. 

‘ K.sdmesti’nydya \ 1083. 

K^Udya sacrifice. King and his Family- 
priest jointly entitled to perform, 
1100. 

Man, what subserves piirt3oscs of, 709. 
,, accpiiring of Property, subserves 
purpose of, 711. 

Master —of sacrifice—may be sub¬ 
stituted at Satra ; but he is not 
‘ Master \ 1055, 1050. 

Material, difference in—does not make 
sacrifices different, 1048. 

,, prescribed—if spoilt —acts 

commenced must be com¬ 
pleted with . substituted 

material, 1048. 

,, prescribed—if spoilt—only 

,, a similar substance may be 
substituted, 1059. 

,, proscribed—if spoilt—may 

bo replaced by a substance 
X)rescribed as optional, 1060. 
Material, substituted,—on being spoilt, 
the fresh material 
brought in should 
be similar to the 
original material, 
1004. 

„ ,, on being si>oilt, 

oven when sub¬ 
stituted material 
has been a pres¬ 
cribed one, 1065. 


Material, when spoilt—the same should 
bo used, if available, 1067. 

,, substituted—if performance 

carried on with,—should be 
comxileted with same, 1068. 
,, prescribed—to be used for 

Embellishments, oven when 
substitute is fitter, 1069. 

,, if 'primary not fit for use, a 
subsiituti* should be used, 

1070. 

,, if primary is just enough for 
the main purpose only,— 
that alone should be used, 

1071. 

when only one spoilt,— 
Panchiishnrdva-oiiovinif to be 
made, 1087. 

Milk-Living on—and like penances 
subserve the purpose of sacrifices, 800. 
Milk-offering,—details transferred to 
Animal-off(‘ring, 1360. 

Milking vessel, does not subserve the 
X^urposes of Action, 710. 

Multipk' sacrifices, additional Tlyinns 
brought in from Jyotistoma, 1378. 
Minor acts, subserve the j)urx)oses of 
sacrifices, 789. 

Naimittika act docs not x^ortain to 
the Nitya act, 794. 

Ndrista-ho7na, to be x^^rformed before 
llpahoniaSy 911. 

Nikdyins^ among details of I3receding 
adox^ted at the succeeding, 1336. 

‘ Nirmanthya ’—not indicative of 

transference of details, 1281. 

‘ Nisddasthapati-nydya ’, 1011. 
Numbers, made up by all performances 
collectively, 917. 

Order of sequence, none as between 
Isti and Soma, 
949. 

,, none, as between 

Isti and Soma for 
Brdhmaxai also, 
952. 

,, Direct Assertion, 

strongest autho¬ 
rity for, 861. 

„ Vedic Injunction 

sole authority 
for, 862. 
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Order of sequence, actually enjoined 
in Veda, 863. 

,, in some cases, 

determined by 
efficiency^ 864. 

,, in some coses—no 

restriction, 866. 

,, determined by 

Verbal Text : 

‘ Pdthakrama- 
nydya ’, 866. 

,, determined by 

Cammencement : 

‘ Prdvartikakra- 
nianydya 870. 

,, determined by 

Place ^ 873. 

,, at subsidiary, 

should follow 
the Principal, 
875. 

,, indicated by Ver¬ 

bal Text is more 
authoritative 
than that of 
Principal, 876. 

,, order of Mantra 

text, more 
authoritative 
than B r a h- 
mana, 878. 

,, indicated by 

General Law 
more authorita¬ 
tive than Pro¬ 
cedure, 879. 

,, indicated by Direct 

Declaration and 
Utility is more 
author! tative 
than that in¬ 
dicated by 
Verbal Texts, 
946. 

‘ PaddrthdmLaamayanydya ’ ; Principle 
of Each to Each at a time, 897. 

Pan, when broken—expiation to be 
performed, 1079. 

Pa^c/ww/iardvo-offering, 1087, 1097, 

1099. 

Pafichadashardtra, takes details of 
Satra, 1367. 


Parakrti, is Athavdda, 1194. 

Pashu-ojfering, takes details of Curd- 
Butter offering, 1358. 

Performer, injunctions of—restrictive, 
780. 

PindapUryajfla, not subsidiary to any 
act, 846. 

Pitrya acts, during ‘ later fortnight ’ 
and such other stated times, 1217. 

Place, Injunctions of—restrictive, 780. 

Postponement, of accessories, 884. 

„ of Sdnta/panlya, does 

not load to postpone¬ 
ment of Agnihotraf 
894. 

,, of ^odanhin, 896. 

Pouring out is an act of Disposal, 772. 

‘ Pratha % in ‘ praphaih upatiathant& ’— 
stands for words of the verse, 1297. 

Praydja, details like—prompted by 
Aprirva^ 1229. 

‘ Prdyaniya ’, does not indicate trans¬ 
ference of details, 1269. 

Prajdpati’VrataSy subserve man's pur¬ 
pose, 714. 

Praydja and Anuydja, vessels of—to 
bo used at Agniaomiya Auimal- 
sacrihee, 907. 4 

Proksanay to be done to Soma- 
details, 886. 

Property, acquiring of— subserves 
man’s purpose, 711. 

Properties of substance, Injunctions of 
—restrictive, 780. 

Prospective sacrifice, once commenc¬ 
ed, must be completed, 1023. 

Prospective acts load to declared 
results, 810. 

„ „ lead to declared re¬ 

sults during present 
and future lives, 816. 

„ „ no restriction of order, 

in. 938. 

„ „ rendered nugatory by 

omission of details, 
1044. 

Purdkalpa, is Arthavdda, 1194. 

‘ Rathakdra-nydya 1008. 

‘ Rathantara ’ and such terms stand 
for the MusiCy 1252. 

RdtriscUra, result of—mentioned in 
Arthavada, 808. 
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RdUiaatra-ny&yaf 808. 

Remnants, Priests alone to eat, 1076. 

,, only Juice-extractors and 
Hcmut-pourers, to eat, 
1093. 

Retrospective Homos, not to be per¬ 
formed, if Jyo- 
tistoma put off, 
1137. 

,, „ when performed, 

— Agnikotra, etc., 
should be per¬ 
formed in morn¬ 
ing, 1140. 

„ ,, not to be per¬ 

formed, when 
the Udavasdntya 
is put off, 1139. 

Rope is accessory of the Post, 849. 

Sacrifices, Husband and Wife jointly 
entitled to perform, 983. 

,, Wife to do only what is 

actually prescribed for her, 
993. 

,, man without wealth--may 

perform, 1003. 

,, may be informed by one 

suffering trom bodily de¬ 
fects, 1004. 

,, not to be performed by one 

suffering from incurable 
disease, 1006. 

,, Nisdda entitled to perform, 

1011 . 

„ like Vishvajit —are fruitful, 

801. 

„ have a single result, 806. 

„ lead to Heaven, 807. 

„ like Darsha-PQrxuimdsa, con¬ 

ducive to all results, 813. 

,, like DarshO’Purxkmndsa, 

should be performed sep¬ 
arately, 815. 

„ Subsidiary—performed at 

their own proper time, 829. 

,, are conducive to Heaven 

and other desirable results, 
964. 

,. only hu.man beings entitled 

to perform, 972. 

„ men and women, both en¬ 

titled to perform, 076. 


Sacrifices, Rathakdra entitled to per¬ 
form, 1008. 

Sacrificial Implements, are mentioned 
by way of reference, 717. 

^a^aha, details adopted at i^a^rih- 
shadrdtra, 1374. 

S&kamedha, no transference of Eka- 
kapdla, at, 1250. 

Soma, additional—comes in the middle, 
926. 

Saihyogaprthaktva-nydya, 798. 
Sathvatsaraaatras, procedure of Oa/vd- 
mayana adopted at, 1335. 
Sdmidh&nis, seventeen—all three 

Higher Castes entitled to, 
1174. 

,, additional—to come at the 

end. 920. 

Samuddydniisamayanydya, Principle of 
Composite Whole, 900. 

Satra, substituted ‘ master ’ to go 
through embellishments, 1068. 
„ at—all ‘ Sacrificers ’ should be¬ 

long to same Kalpa, 1153. 

,, Brdhmap^i alone, entitled to 
perform, 1163. 

,, everyone taking part in—shares 
in the Result, 1013. 

,, “ Master ’ substituted or not ?, 

1055-1056. 

„ Brdhmana belonging to Vishvd- 
mitrakalpa alone entitled to 
perform, 1167. 

„ only one who has installed the 
Fires, entitled to perform, 
1169. 

‘ Barvaprsfha ’, indicates all Bix 
Pfsphas, 1271. 

Saumya, performed at the time of 
Upasads, 834. 

Saurya, option between two Abhimar- 
sapa Mantras, 1341. 

„ Charu—details of Procedure 

for. 1300. 

,, Procedure should be Vedic, 
1303. 

„ details of AgnSyq transferred 
to, 1343., 

Bautrdma^i, is part of Ohayarwt, 818. 

„ takes details of Daraha- 
PHnswtmdaa, 1364. 
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Sdvitra^hom<if offered before Dlkaantyd, 
914. 

Shatokthya, at—additional hymns 
brought from JyoU^foma, 1378. 
ShySna, details—extended to 1241. 
Shudra, not entitled to perform 
sacrifices, 996. 

Shtichidmvatat takes details of Agn&ya, 
1370. 

Significance, attaches to Singular 
Number, 720. 

,, attaches to Gender, 726. 

Slicing, each—a distinct unit, 905. 
Sodashin, Terminus of Soma sacrifice, 
at—Retrospective Agnihotra should 
be performed in morning, 1141. 
Soma, sacrifice comes after Darsha- 
Purnamdsay 823. 

,, Juice of—set aside by Text, 
965.. 

,, Putlkdy substitute for, 1062. 
Sthapati-Iatiy performed with uncon¬ 
secrated Fire, 1213. 

Stick, making over of—is a fniitful act, 
774. 

Subsidiary sacrifices, performed at 
their own proper time, 829. 
Substance, Injunctions of—restrictive, 
780. 

,, ,, properties of 

—restrictive, 
780. 

,, subserves the purpose of 
sacrifices, 789. 

Substitute, none, for Deity, Fire, 
Mantra or Action, 1050. 

,, a forbidden substance should 
never bo used as, 1050. 

,, none for the Master except 
at Satra, 1064^ 1055. 

‘ Svaraadma ’, indicates transference of 
details, 1288. 

SvarUy not the motive for wood— 
chopping, 766. 

„ is an accessory of the animal, 
861. 

Sviatakft offering, not the motive for 
cake-makingy 739. 

Teacher, Following of—and such 
duties to be observed after Upa- 
nayanUy 1031. 


Teacher, Following of—to be done 
whenever opportunity occurs, 1036. 

Temporal acts, once begun,—need not 
bo completed, 1026. 

Things, smeared with Soma-juice- 
carrying of—is Disposal, 778. 

Time, Injunctions of—restrictive, 780. 

Transference, no, of details of Arche 
typo to Ectype, in some cases, 881. 

Tree-branch, to be fetched, 763. 

Udavaaamyay when put off, the 
Retrospective Homa shall not be 
put off, 1139. 

V ndefinedy sacrifices—Procedure of 
Soma-sacrifice adopted at, 1333. 

Updfhahu sacrifice, complete ' dis¬ 
placement of deity ’ at, 1117. 

UpasadSy Three—to be repeated, 919. 

Vaimrdha, is part of Purnamdaa, 820. 

‘ Vaianava ’, does not indicate trans¬ 
ference of details of Atithydy 1280. 

Vaiahvdnara sacrifice, result of—ac¬ 
crues to the 
Son : *JdtSafi- 
^ nydya \ 825. 

„ ,, performed after 

the Birth-rite, 
826. 

„ is a corUikgerU act, 841. 

Vdjiruiy takes details of Darsha- 
Purnamasa, 1354. 

Varhisy common to throe sacrifices, 786. 
„ and Vataa are terms indicative 
of Time of Fmto, 
1103. 

„ ,, ,, Time indicated by 

—applicable to all 
cases, 1106. 

VarunapragMaay material used at 
A vabhrtha of— should be Husks and 
Curdled Milk, 1278. 

‘ Vdacia stands for the genu-a, 1291. 

Viahvajit-Nydya A, 801. 

,. „ B, 806. 

„ „ C, 807. 

„ Expiatory—to be performed, 

1101. 

„ to be performed as soon as 
&atra proceeded with, 1127, 
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Viahnajit, at—Father and other rela¬ 
tives not to be given away, 
1176. 

,, at—Earth and other things 

not to be given away, 1178. 

,, at—Horse, otc., not to be 

given away, 1179. 
at—only such ‘ entire pro¬ 
perty ’ to bo given as is 
already there, 1180, and 
that at time of paying Fee, 
1183. 

„ at—no giving away of Shtuira 

servant who is working for 
Dharma, 1182. 

,, at—remaining accessory de¬ 

tails to be performed after 
paying Fee, 1184. 


Viahvajit, at—when part of Ahargarm, 
‘ entire property ’ to be given 
as Fee, 1187. 

,, performed by one whose 
wealth is more than 112, 
1189. 

Wife, to do only what is actually 
prescribed as to be done by her, 
993. 

Yaga, what is, 784. 

‘ Years ", one ‘ thousand ’—stands for 
Tho\isand Days, 1197. 

' Yupa ’, the term in ‘ Upaahayo 
yupah ’ does not indicate perform¬ 
ance of consecratory rites, 1295. 

Yupakarmanydya, 889. 




















SELECT OPINIONS 


Sylvain Levi; The Gaekwad’s Series is standing 
at the head of the many collections now pub* 
lished in India. 

Asiatic Review, London; It is one of the best 
series issued in the East as regards the get up of 
the individual volumes as well as the able 
editorship of the series and separate works. 

Presidential Address, Patna Session of the Oriental 
Conference; Work of the same class is being 
done in Mysore, Travancore, Kashmir, Benares, 
and elsewhere, but the organisation at Baroda 
appears to lead. 

Indian Art and Letters, London ; The scientific 
publications known as the “ Oriental Series ” 
of the Maharaja Gaekwar are known to and 
highly valued by scholars in all parts of the 
world. 

Journal of the Royal Asiatic Society, London: 
Thanks to enlightened patronage and vigor¬ 
ous management the “ Gaekwad’s Oriental 
Series ** is going from strength to strength. 

Sir Jadunath Sarkar, Kt.; The valuable Indian 
histories included in the “ Gaekwad’s Ori¬ 
ental Series ” will stand as an enduring 
monument to the enlightened liberality of 
the Ruler of Baroda and the wisdom of his 
advisers. 

The Times Literary Supplement, London ; These 
studies are a valuable addition to Western 
learning and reflect great credit on the 
editor and His Highness. 





GAEKWAD’S ORIENTAL SERIES 


Critical editions of unprinted and original works of Oriental 
Literature, edited by competent scholars, and published 
by the Oriental Institute, Baroda 

I. BOOKS PUBLISHED. 

Rs. A. 

1. KavyamImafhsI: a work on poetics, by Raja^ekhara 

(880-920 A.D.): edited by C. D. Dalai and R. Ananta- 
Krishna Sastry, 1916. Reissued, 1924 .. .. 2-4 

This book has been set as a text-book by several Universities including 
Benares, Bombay, and Patna, 

2. Naranarayapananda : a poem on the Pauranic story of 

Arjuna and Krsna’s rambles on Mount Gimar, by Vas- 
tupala. Minister of King Viradhavala of Dholka, com¬ 
posed between Samvat 1277 and 1287, i.e., A.D. 1221 
and 1231 : edited by C. D. Dalai and R. Anantakrishna 
Sastry, 1916 .. .. .. Out of print, 

3. Tarkasahgraha: a work on Philosophy (refutation of 

Vaisesika theory of atomic creation) by Anandajfiana 
or Anandagiri, the famous commentators on Sarikara- 
carya^s Bhasyas, who flourished in the latter half of 
the 13th century: edited by T. M. Tripathi, 1917. Out of prini. 

4. Parthaparakrama: a drama describing Arjuna’s re¬ 

covery of the cows of King Vira^, by Prahladanadeva, 
the founder of Palanpur and the younger brother of 
the Paramara king of Chandravati (a state in Marwar), 
and a feudatory of the kings of Guzerat, who was a 
Yuvaraja in Samvat 1220 or A.D. 1164: edited by 
C. D. Dalai, 1917 .. .. .. Out of prints 

5. Ra^IraudhavamSa: an historical poem (Mahakavya) 

describing the history of the Bagulas of Mayuragiri, 
from Rastraudha, king of Kanauj and the originator 
of the dynasty, to Narayana Shah of Mayuragiri, by 
Rudra Kavi, composed in ^aka 1518 or A.D. 1696: 
edited by Pandit Embar Krishnamacharya with Intro¬ 
duction by C. D. Dalai, 1917 .. .. .. 1-12 

6. LiAganudasana: on Grammar, by Vamana, who lived 

between the last quarter of the 8th century and the 
first quarter of the 9th century: edited by C. D. 

Dalai, 1918 .. .. .. .. 0-8 

7. Vasantavilasa: an historical poem (Mahakavya) de¬ 

scribing the life of Vastup&la and the history of 
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Guzerat, by Balachandrasuri (from Modheraka or 
Modhera in Kadi Prant, Baroda State), contemporary 
of Vastupala, composed after his death for his son in 
Samvat 1296 ^A.D. 1240): edited by C. D. Dalai, 1917 1-8 

8. Rupakasatkam : six dramas by Vatsaraja, minister of 

Paramardideva of Kalinjara, who lived between the 
2nd half of the 12th and the 1st quarter of 13th cen¬ 
tury : edited by C. D. Dalai, 1918 .. .. 2-4 

9. Mohaparajaya : an allegorical drama describing the 

overcoming of King Moha (Temptation), or the conver¬ 
sion of Kumarapala, the Chalukya King of Guzerat, 
to Jainism, by Yasahpala, an officer of King Ajaya- 
deva, son of Kumarapala, who reigned from A.D. 1229 
to 1232 : edited by Muni Chaturvijayaji with Introduc¬ 
tion and Appendices by C. D. Dalai, 1918 .. 2-0 

10. Hammiramadamardana : a drama glorifying the two 

brothers, Vastupala and Tejahpala, and their King Vlra- 
dhavala of Dholka, by Jayasiihhasuri, pupil of Vlra- 
suri, and an Acarya of the temple of Munisuvrata 
at Broach, composed between Samvat 1276 and 1286 
or A.D. 1220 and 1239 : edited by C. D. Dalai, 1920 .. 2-0 

11. Udayasundarikatha ; a romance (Campu, in prose and 

poetry) by Sod<ffiala, a contemporary of and patronised 
by the three brothers, Chchittaraja, Nagarjuna, and 
Mummuniraja, successive rulers of Konkan, composed 
between A.D. 1026 and 1050: edited by C. D. Dalai 
and Pandit Embar Krishnamacharya, 1920 .. 2-4 

12. Mahavidyavidambana ; a work on Nyaya Philosophy, 

by Bhatta Vadindra who lived about A.D. 1210 to 
1274 : edited by M. R. Telang, 1920 .. .. 2-8 

13. Pracinagurjarakavysangraha; a collection of old 

Guzerati poems dating from 12th to 15th centuries 
A.D.: edited by C. D. Dalai, 1920 .. .. 2-4 

14. Rumarapalapratibodha : a biographical work in 

Prakrta, by Somaprabhacharya, composed in Samvat 

1241 or A.D. 1195 : edited by Muni Jinavijayaji, 1920 7-8 

15. Gatiakarika : a work on Philosophy (Pa^upata School), 

by Bhasarvajha who lived in the 2nd half of the 10th 
century : edited by C. D. Dalai, 1921 .. .. 1-4 

16. Sangitamakaranda; a work on Music, by Narada: 

edited by M. R. Telang, 1920 ., .. .. 2-0 

17. Kavindracarya List : list of Sanskrit works in the 

collection of KavIndracHrya, a Benares Pandit (1656 
A.D.): edited by R. Anantakrishna Shastry, with a 
foreword by Dr. Ganganatha Jha, 1921 .. .. 0-12 

18. Varahagfhyasutra: Vedic ritual (domestic) of the 

Yajurveda: edited by Dr. R. Shamasastry, 1920 .. 0-10 

19. Lekhapaddhati : a collection of models of state and pri¬ 

vate doomnents, dating from 8th to 15th centuries A.D.: 
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edited by C. D. Dalai and G. K. Shrigondekar, 

1925 .. .. .. .. .. 2-0 

20. Bhavisayattakaha or Pancamikaha : a romance in 

Apabhramsa language, by Dhanapala (circa 12th cen¬ 
tury) : edited by 0. D. Dalai and Dr. P. D. Gune, 1923 6- 0 

21. A Descriptive Catalogue of the Palm-leaf and Im¬ 

portant Paper MSS. in the Bhandars at Jessal- 
mere, compiled bv C. D. Dalai and edited by Pandit 

L. B. Gandhi, 1923 . . .. .. 3-4 

22. Parasuramakalpasutra : a work on Tantra, with com¬ 

mentary by Rflmesvara: edited by A. Mahadeva 
Sastry, B.A., 1923 .. .. Out of print, 

23. Nityotsava : a supplement to the Parasuramakalpasutra 

by Umanandanatha : edited by A. Mahadeva Sastry, 

B.A., 1923. Second revised edition by Swami Tirvik- 
rama Tirtha, 1930 . . .. .. 5-0 

24. Tantrarahasya: a work on the Prabhakara School 

of Purvamimamsa, by Ramanujacarya : edited by Dr. 

R. Shamasastry, 1923 .. .. .. 1-8 

25. 32. Samarahgana: a work on architecture, town- 

planning, and engineering, by king Bhoja of Dhara 
filth century) : edited by Mahamahopadhyaya T. 
Ganapati Shastri, Ph.D. Illustrated. 2 vols., 1924-1925 10-0 

26. 41. Sadhanamala ; a Buddhist Tantric text of rituals, 

dated 1165 A.D., consisting of 312 small works, com¬ 
posed by distinguished writers : edited by Benoytosh 
Bhattacharyya, M.A., Ph.D. Illustrated. 2 vols.,1925- 
1928 ‘ .. .. .. .. 14-0 

27. A Descriptive Catalogue of MSS. in the Central 

Library, Baroda : compiled by G. K. Shrigondekar, 

M. A., and K. S. Rama^wami Shastri, with a Preface 

by B. Bhattacharyya, Ph.D., in 12 vols., vol. I (Veda, 
Vedalaksana, and Upanisads), 1925 .. .. 6-0 

28. Manasollasa or Abhilasitarthacintamapi: an ency¬ 

clopaedic work treating of one hundred different topics 
connected with the Royal household and the Royal 
court, by Somesvaradeva, a Chalukya king of the 12th 
century : edited bv G. K. Shrigondekar, M.A., 3 vols., 
vol. I, 1925 \. .. .. .. 2-12 

29. Nalavilasa: a drama by Ramachandrasiiri, pupil of 

Hemachandrasuri, describing the Paimlinika story of 
Nala and Damayanti: edited by G. K. Shrigondekar, 

M.A., and L. B. Gandhi, 1926 .. .. 2-4 

30. 31. Tattvasaiigraha : a Buddhist philosophical work 

of the 8th century, by Santaraksita, a Professor at 
Nalanda with PafijikS (commentary) by his disciple 
Kamalaslla, also a Professor at NalandS : edited by 
Pandit Embar Krishnamacharya with a Foreword 
by B. Bhattacharyya, M.A., Ph.D., 2 vols., 1926 .. 24-0 
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33,34. Mirat-i-Ahmadi: by Ali Mahammad Khan, the 
last Moghul Dewan of Gujarat: edited in the original 
Persian by Syed Nawab AU, M.A., Professor of Persian, 
Baroda College, 2 vols., illustrated, 1926-1928 .. 19-8 

35. Manavagrhyasutra : a work on Vedic ritual (domestic) 

of the Yajurveda with the Bhasya of Astavakra: 
edited with an introduction in Sanskrit by Pandit 
Ramakrishna Harshaji 6astri, with a Preface by Prof. 

B. C. Lele, 1926 .. .. .. . . 5-0 

36. 68. Natya^astra : of Bharata with the commentary of 

Abhinavagupta of Kashmir: edited by M. Ramakrishna 
Kavi, M.A., 4 vols., vol. I, illustrated, 1926, vol. II, 1934 11-0 

37. Apabhraiiisakavyatrayi: consisting of three works, 

the Carcari, Upadesarasayana, and Kalasvarupakulaka, 
by Jinadatta Sun (12th century) with commentaries: 
edited wdth an elaborate introduction in Sanskrit bv 

L. B. Gandhi, 1927 .. . . .‘.4-0 

38. Nyayapravesa, Part I (Sanskrit Text) : on Buddhist 

Logic of Dihnaga, with commentaries of Haribhadra 
Suriand Parsvadeva: edited by Principal A. B. Dhruva, 

M. A., LL.B., Pro-Vice-Chancellor, Hindu University, 

Benares, 1930 .. .. . . .. 4-0 

39. Nyayapravesa, Part II (Tibetan Text): edited with 

introduction, notes, appendices, etc., by Pandit Vidhu- 
sekhara Bhattacharyya, Principal, Vidyabhavana, Vis- 
vabharati, 1927 .. . . .. .. 1-8 

40. Advayavajrasangraha: consisting of twenty short 

works on Buddhist philosophy by Advayavajra, a Bud¬ 
dhist savant belonging to the 11th century^ A.D., 
edited by Mahamahopadhyaya Dr. Haraprasad Sastri, 

M.A., C.i.E., Hon. D.Litt., 1*927 . . . . 2-0 

42. 60. Kalpadrukosa : standard work on Sanskrit Lexico¬ 

graphy, by Kesava : edited with an elaborate introduc¬ 
tion by the late Pandit Ramavatara Sharma, 
Sahityacharya, M.A., of Patna and index by Pandit 
Shrikant Sharma, 2 vols., vol. I (text), vol. II (index), 
1928-1932 .. .. .. .. 14-0 

43. Mirat-i-Ahmadi Supplement : by Ali Muhammad 

Khan. Translated into English from the original 
Persian by Mr. C. N. Seddon, I.C.S. (retired), and Prof. 

Syed Nawab Ali, M.A. llluvstrated. Corrected reissue, 

1928 .. _ .. .. .. .. 6-8 

44. Two Vajrayana Works : comprising Prajnopayavinis- 

cayasiddhi of Anaiigavajra and Jnanasiddhi of Indra- 
bhuti—two important works belonging to the little 
known Tantra school of Buddhism (8th centur\" 

A.D.): edited by B. Bhattacharyya, Ph.D., 1929 .. 3-0 

45. Bhavapraka^ana : of Saradatanaya, a comprehensive 

work on Dramaturgy and Rasa, belonging to 
A.D. 1175-1250; edited by His Holiness Yadugiri 
Yatiraja Swami, Melkot, and K. S. Ramaswami Sastri, 
Oriental Institute, Baroda, 1929 .. .. 7-0 
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46. Ramacarita : of Abhinanda, Court poet of Haravarsa 

probably the same as Devapala of the Pala Dynasty of 
Bengal (cir. 9th century A.D.): edited by K. S. Kama- 
swami Sastri, 1929 .. .. .. 7-8 

47. Naiijarajayasobhusana ; by Nrsimhakavi alias Abhi- 

nava Kalidasa, a work on Sanskrit Poetics and relates 
to the glorification of Nanjaraja, son of Virabhupa of 
Mysore : edited by Pandit E. Krishiiamacharya, 1930 5-0 

48. Natyadarpana : on dramaturgy, by Ramacandra Siiri 

with his own commentary : edited by Pandit L. B. 

Gandhi and G. K. Shrigondekar, M.A. 2 vols., vol. 1, 

1929 .. .. .. .. .. 4_S 

49. Pre-Dinnaga Buddhist Texts on Logic from 

Chinese Sources : containing the English translation 
of Satdsastra of Arvadeva, Tibetan text and English 
translation of Vigraha-vydvarlam of Nagarjuna and the 
re-translation into Sanskrit from Chinese of Updyahr- 
daya and Tarkasdstra : edited by Prof. Giuseppe Tucci, 

1930 .. .. .. .. 9-0 

60. Mirat-i-Ahmadi Supplement : Persian text giving 

an account of Guzerat, by Ali Muhammad Khan: 
edited by Syed Nawab Ali, M.A., Principal, Bahaud- 
din College, Junagadh, 1930 . . . . . . 6-0 

61. Trisastisalakapurusacaritra: of Hemacandra, trans¬ 

lated into English with copious notes by Dr. Helen 
M. Johnson of Osceola, Missouri, U.S.A. 4 vols., vol. I 
(Adisvaracaritra), illustrated, 1931 .. . . 15-0 

62. Dandaviveka; a comprehensive Penal Code of the 

ancient Hindus by Vardhamana of the 15th century 
A.D. : edited by Mahamahopadhyaya Kamala Krsna 
Smrtitirtha, 1931 . . . . . . .. 8-8 

63. Tathagataguhyaka or Guhyasamaja : the earliest and 

the most authoritative work of the Tantra School of 
the Buddhists (3rd century A.D.) : edited by B. Bhatta- 
charyya, Ph.D., 1931 .. . - .. 4-4 

64. Jayakhyasariihita ; an authoritative Pancaratra work 

of the 5th century A.D., highly respected by the South 
Indian Vaisnavas: edited by Pandit E. Krishnama- 
charyya of Vadtal, with one illustration in nine colours 
and a Foreword by B. Bhattacharyya, Ph.D., 1931 . . 12-0 

65. Kavyalankarasarasathgraha: of Udbhata with the 

commentary, probably the same as Udbhataviveka of 
Rajtoaka Tilaka (11th century A.D.): edited by K. S. 
Ramaswami Sastri, 1931 . . .. .. 2-0 

66. Parananda Sutra: an ancient Tantric work of the 

Hindus in Sutra form giving details of many practices 
and rites of a new School of Tantra: edited by Swami 
Trivikrama Tirtha with a Foreword by B. Bhatta¬ 
charyya, Ph.D., 1931 •. .. .. 3-0 
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57. 69. Ahsan-ut-Tawarikh; history of the Safawi Period of 

Persian History, 15th and 16th centuries, by Hasan- 
i-Rumlu: edited by C. N. Seddon, T.C.S. (reiired), 

Reader in Persian and Marathi, University of Oxford. 

2 vols. (Persian text and translation in English), 
1932-34 .. .. .. 19-8 

58. Padmananda Mahakavya : giving the life history of 

Ksabhadeva, the first Tirthankara of the Jainas, by 
Amarachandra Kavi of the 13th century : edited bv 
H. R. Kapadia, M.A., 1932 .. 14-0 

59. Sabdaratnasamanvaya : an interesting lexicon of the 

Nannrtha class in Sanskrit compiled by the Maratha 
King Sahaji of Tanjore: edited by Pandit Vitthala 
Sastri, Sanskrit Patha^nla, Baroda, with a Foreword by 
B. Bhattacharyya, Ph.l)., 1932 . . . . 11-0 

61. Saktisangama Tantra : a voluminous compendium of 

the Hindu Tantra comprising four books on Kali, Tara, 
Sundari and Chhinnamasta: edited by B. Bhatta¬ 
charyya, M.A., Ph.D., 4 vols., vol. I, Kiilikhanda, 1932 2-8 

62. Prajnaparamitas: commentaries on the Prajnapara- 

mita, a Buddhist philosophical work: edited by 
Giuseppe Tucci, Member, Italian Academy, 2 vols., 
vol. I, 1932 .. .. .. 12-0 

63. Tarikh-i-Mubarakhshahi: an authentic and contem¬ 

porary account of the kings of the Saiyv id Dynasty of 
Delhi: translated into English from original Persian by 
Kamal Krishna Basu, ALA., Professor, T.N.J. College, 
Bhagalpur, with a Foreword by Sir Jadunath Sarkar, 

Kt., 1932 .. .. .. ..7-8 

64. Siddhantabindu : on Vedanta philosophy, by Madhusu- 

dana Sarasvatl with 'commentary of Purusottama: 
edited by P. 0. Divanji, M.A., LL.M., 1933 . . 11-0 

65. Istasiddhi: on Vedtota philosophy, by Vimuktatma, 

disciple of Avyayatma, with the author’s own comment¬ 
ary ; edited by M. Hiriyanna, M.A., Retired Professor 
of Sanskrit, Maharaja’s College, Mysore, 1933 . . 14-0 

66. 70. Sabara-Bhasya : on the Mimamsa Sutras of Jaimini : 

Translated into English by Mahamahopadhyaya Dr. 
Ganganath Jha, M.A., D.Litt., etc., Vice-Chancellor, 
University of Allahabad, in 3 vols., vol. J, 1933; 
vol. 11,1934 .. .. .. .. 32-0 

67. Sanskrit Texts from Bali: comprising a large num¬ 

ber of Hindu and Buddhist ritualistic, religious and 
other texts recovered from the islands of Java and Bali 
with comparisons; edited by Professor Sylvain Levi, 

1933 .. .. .. ..3-8 


II. BOOKS IN THE PRESS. 

1. Natya^astra : edited by M. Ramakrishna Kavi, 4 vols., 
vol. III. 
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2. Manasollasa or Abhila^itSrthacIntamani, edited by G. K. 

Shrigondekar, M.A., 3 vols., vol. II. 

3. A Descriptive Catalogue of MSS. in the Jain Bhan- 

dars at Pattan : edited from the notes of the late 
Mr. C. D. Dalai, M.A., by L. B. Gandhi, 2 vols. 

4. Portuguese Vocables in Asiatic Languages ; trans¬ 

lated into English from Portuguese by Prof. A. X. 

Soares, M.A., LL.B., Baroda College, Baroda. 

5. Alamkaramahodadhi: a famous work on Sanskrit 

Poetics composed by Narendraprabha Siiri at the 
request of Minister Vastupala in 1226 A.D. : edited by 
Lalchandra B. Gandhi of the Oriental Institute, Baroda. 

6. Suktimuktavall: a well-known Sanskrit work on 

Anthology, of Jalhana, a contemporary of King Krsna 
of the Northern Yadava Dynasty (A.D. 1247) : edited 
by Pandit E. Krishnamacharya, Sanskrit Pathasala, 
Vadtal. 

7. Trisastisalakapurusacaritra : of Hemacandra : trans¬ 

lated into English by Dr. Helen M. Johnson, 4 vols., 
vol. II. 

8. Kavyamimarhsa : A Sanskrit work on Poetics of Rajase- 

khara: third revised edition by K. S. Ramaswami 
Shastri of the Oriental Institute, Baroda. 

9. Sahara -Bhasya : on the Mimamsa Sutras of Jaimini: 

Translated into English by Mahamahopadhyaya Dr. 
Ganganath Jha, M.A., D.Litt., etc., Vice-Chancellor, 
University of Allahabad, in 3 vols., vol. III. 

10. Ganitatilakavrtti: of Sripati with the commentary of 

Siinhatilaka, a non-Jain work on Arithmetic and 
Algebra with a Jain commentary: edited by H. R. 
Kapadia, M.A. 

11. Narayana Sataka: a devotional poem of high literary 

merit by Vidyakara with the commentary of Pitambara : 
edited by Pandit Shrikant Sharma. 

12. Dvadasaranayacakra: an ancient polemical treatise 

giving a resume of the different philosophical systems 
with a refutation of the same from the Jain stand¬ 
point by Mallavadi Suri with a commentary by 
Simhasuri Gani: edited by Muni Caturvijayaji. 

13. Nayakaratna : a commentary on the Nyayaratnamala 

of Parthasarathi Mi^ra by Ramanuja of the Prabhakara 
School: edited by K. S. Ramaswami Sastri of the 
Oriental Institute, Baroda. 

14. Rajadharma-Kaustubha : an elaborate Smrti work on 

Rajadharma, Rajaniti and the requirements of kings, 
by Anantadeva : edited by Mahamahopadhyaya Kamala 
Krishna Smptitirtha. 



8 


Rs. A. 


III. BOOKS UNDER PREPARATION. 

1. A Descriptive Catalogue of MSS. in the Oriental 

Institute, Baroda : compiled by the Library staff, 12 
vols., vol. II (Srauta, Dharma, and Grhya Sutras). 

2. Prajnaparamitas: commentaries on the Prajnapara- 

mita, a Buddhist philosophical work: edited by Prof. 
Giuseppe Tucci, 2 vols., vol. II. 

3. Saktisahgama Tantra : comprising four books on Kali, 

Tara, Sundari, and Chhinnamasta: edited by 
B. Bhattacharyya, Ph.D., 4 vols., vol. II. 

4. Natyadarpana: introduction in Sanskrit giving an 

account of the antiquity and usefulness of the In¬ 
dian drama, the different theories on Rasa, and an ex¬ 
amination of the problems raised by the text, by 
L. B. Gandhi, 2 vols., vol. II. 

6. Gandavyuha : a Buddhist work describing the history 
of Sudhana in search of perfect knowledge, and the 
exploits of Manjusri (3rd century A.D.): edited by 
B. Bhattacharyya, Ph.D., 2 vols. 

6. Gurjararasavali : a collection of several old Gujarati 

Rasas : edited by Messrs. B. K. Thakore, M. D. Desai, 
and M. C. Modi. 

7. Parasurama-Kalpasutra : an important work on Tantra 

with the commentary of Ramesvara: second revised 
edition by Swami Trivikrama Tirtha. 

8. Tarkabhasa : a work on Buddhist Logic, by Moksakara 

Gmpta of the Jagaddala monaster: edited with a 
Sanskrit commentary by Pandit Emhar Krishnama- 
charya of Vadtal. 

9. Madhavanala-Kamakandalii: a romance in old Western 

Rajasthani by Ganapati, a Kayastha from Amod: 
edited by M. R. Majumdar, M.A., LL.B. 

10. A Descriptive Catalogue of MSS. in the Oriental 

Institute, Baroda : compiled by the Library stall, 12 
vols., vol. Ill (Smrti MSS.). 

11. An Alphabetical List of MSS. in the Oriental Insti¬ 

tute, Baroda : compiled from the existing card cata¬ 
logue by K. Rangaswamy, Superintendent, Printed 
Section. 

12. Pracina Gurjara Kavya Sathgraha : explanatory and 

linguistic notes on the texts printed as No. 13 : by 
B. B. Mehta, in 2 vols. 

13. Chhakkammuvaeso : an Ai>abhramsa work of the Jains 

containing didactic religious teachings: edited by 
L. B. Gandhi, Jain Pandit. 

14. Samrat Siddhanta: the well-known work on Astro¬ 

nomy of Jagannatha Pandit: critically edited with 
numerous diagrams by Pandit Kedar Nath, Rajjyotisi, 
Jaipur. 
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16. Vimalaprabha: the famous commentary on the Kala- 
cakra Tantra and the most important work of the 
Kalacakra School of the Buddhists: edited with com¬ 
parisons of the Tibetan and Chinese version by Giuseppe 
Tucci of the Italian Academy. 

16. Prajhaparamitas : commentaries on the Prajhapara- 

mita, the Bible of the Mahayana Buddhists : edited by 
Giuseppe Tucci, in 2 vols., vol. II. 

17. Nispannayogambara Tantra: describing a large 

number of mandalas or magic circles and numerous 
deities : edited by B. Jihattacharyya. 

18. Basatin-i-Salatin: a contemporary account of the 

Sultans of Bijapur: translated into English by M. A. 

Kazi of the Baroda College and B. Bhattacharyya. 

19. Saktisahgama Tantra: a voluminous compendium of 

Hindu Tantra comprising four books on Kali, Tara, 
Sundari, and Chinnamasta : edited by B. Bhattacharyya, 

4 vols., vols. II~IV. 

20. Sahara -Bhasya : on the Mimamsa Sutras of Jaimini: 

translated into English by Mahamahopadhyaya Dr. 
Gaiiganath Jha, 3 vols., vol. HI. 

21. Madana Maharnava : a Smrti work principally dealing 

with the doctrine of Karmavipaka composed during 
the reign of Mandhata son of Madanapala: edited by 
Embar Krishnamachaiya. 

22. Harhsa-vilasa ; of Hamsa Bhik^u forms an elaborate 

defence of the various mystic practices and worship: 
edited by Swami Trivikrama Tirtha. 

23. Trisasti^alakapurusacaritra ; of Heraacandra : trans¬ 

lated into English by Dr. Helen Johnson, 4 vols., 
vols. III-IV. 


For further particulars please communicate 
with— 

The Director, 

' Oriental Institute, Baroda, 
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THE GAEKWAD’S STUDIES IN RELIGION AND 
PHILOSOPHY. 


Rs. A. 

1. The Comparative Study of Religions: [Contents: 

I, the sources and nature of religious truth. II, super¬ 
natural beings, good and bad. Ill, the soul, its nature, 
origin, and destiny. IV, sin and suffering, salvation 
and redemption. V, religious practices. VI, the emo¬ 
tional attitude and religious ideals] : by Alban A. 
Widgery, M.A., 1922 .. . . .. 15-0 

2. The Philosophy and Theology of Averroes: [Contents : 

I, a decisive discourse on the delineation of the relation 
between religion and philosophy. la, on the problem 
of eternal knowledge which Averroes has mentioned in 
his decisive discourse. IT, an exposition of the 
methods of arguments concerning the doctrines of 
the faith]: bv Mohammad Jarail-ur-Rahman, M.A., 

1921. (Cloth Rs. 5) .. .. ..3-0 


3. Religious and Moral Teachings of Al Ghazzali: 
[Contents: I, the nature of man. 11, human freedom 
and responsibility. HI, pride and vanity. TV, friend¬ 
ship and sincerity. V, the nature of love and man’s 
highest happiness. VI, the unity of God. VII, the 
love of God and its signs. VIIL riza or joyous sub¬ 
mission to His will]: translated by 8yed Nawab Ali, 

M.A., 1921 . . .. ‘ ‘ . .. 2-0 


4. Goods and Bads ; being the substance of a series of 

talks and discussions with H.H. the Maharaja Gaekwad 
of Baroda. [Contents : introduction. I, physical values. 

IT, intellectual values. TIT, sesthetio values. TV, 
moral value. V, religious value. VI, the good life, its 
unity and attainment]: by Alban G. Widgery, M.A., 

1920. (Library edition Rs. 5) . . . . 3-0 

5. Immortality and other Essays : [Contents: I, philos¬ 

ophy and life. IT, immortality. ITT, morality and 
religion. IV, Jesus and modern culture. V, the 
psychology of Christian motive. VI, free Catholicism 
and non-Christian Religions. VII, Nietzsche and 
Tolstoi on Morality and Religion. VIII, Sir Oliver 
Lodge on science and religion. IX, the value of con¬ 
fessions of faith. X, the idea of resurrection. XI, 
religion and beauty. XII, religion and history. 

XIII, principles of reform in religion]: by Alban G. 
Widgery, M.A., 1919. (Cloth Rs. 3) ‘ .. .. 2-0 

6. Confutation of Atheism : a translation of the Hadis-i- 

Halila or the tradition of the Myrobalan Fruit: trans¬ 
lated by Vali Mohammad Chhanganbhai Momin, 1918 .. 0-14 


Conduct of Royal Servants ! being a collection of verses 
from the Viramitrodaya with their translations in 
English, Gujarati, and Marathi: by B. Bhattacharyya, 

M.A., Ph.D. .. .. .. .. 0-6 
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